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ABSTRACT
The purpose of this research was to determine and compare perceptions among 
educators and staff of the practice of servant leadership on an institution-wide basis at a 
private Christian university in the Midwest. Two separate studies were conducted as part 
of this research project. The first study examined perceptions of teaching faculty at the 
university. Perceptions of educators were compared across a spectrum of academic 
majors and for varying degrees of exposure to the servant leadership model. The 
second study examined perceptions of staff. Perceptions of these employees were 
compared across a spectrum of positions and for varying degrees of exposure to the 
servant leadership model. The Organizational Leadership Assessment was used to 
gather data about perceptions of servant leadership along seven dimensions of servant 
leadership: Values People, Develops People, Builds Community, Displays Authenticity, 
Provides Leadership, Shares Leadership, and Job Satisfaction. A total of 92 employees 
participated in this research. Employees represented in this sample included 33 full-time 
faculty, 23 corporate staff, 28 support staff, and eight administrators.
Educators agreed that servant leadership is being practiced on the campus. Job 
satisfaction was rated the dimension of servant leadership most highly perceived by 
educators. It had less of an effect on how servant leadership was displayed when 
including all seven dimensions of servant leadership. Results support development of 
programming on a university-wide basis as a method of enriching the potential for 
behaviors to be displayed in the specific areas of Develops People, Displays 
Authenticity, and Shares Leadership. Results of the study involving staff showed an 
average agreement that servant leadership is being practiced on the campus. Staff
ix
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perceived a need to further Develop People. Staff also perceived a need to further 
develop skills in Shares Leadership. Results from these studies indicated that length of 
employment did not significantly impact perceptions of servant leadership.
Results of this research suggest that servant leadership is perceivable and can 
be measured by members of an organization. However, professional development 
opportunities requiring collaboration and relationship building would potentially enhance 
further development in dimensions of servant leadership.
x
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY
Leadership is a concept that has been studied by theorists across the span of 
history. From the beginning, the great philosophers, Aristotle and Plato, disagreed on 
certain concepts pertaining to what makes a person worthy (Cornford, 1951). 
Contemporary Western society has focused attention on personal and organizational 
leadership development in the past few decades with an emphasis on teamwork, serving 
others, and developing connections among colleagues (Bennis & Nanus, 1998; Covey, 
1992; Kouzes & Posner, 1995; Miller, 1995; Senge, 1990; Spears, 1998; Tichy, 1997). 
Leadership has become the topic of much discussion in higher education as well, where 
administration, faculty, and support staff have opportunities to assist young adults in 
developing leadership abilities with a focus on citizenship and living in a manner that is 
humanistic. Higher education institutions began to address leadership development 
formally by explicitly infusing opportunities to engage in leadership activities. Many 
colleges and universities have created specific programs devoted to the implementation 
and research of leadership activities. Examples of such programs include the Change 
Leadership Group in the Graduate School of Education (http://www.clq.harvard.edu/) 
and the Center for Public Leadership in the John F. Kennedy School of Government 
(http://www.ksq.harvard.edu/leadership/) at Harvard, the Jepson School of Leadership 
Studies at the University of Richmond (http://oncampus.richmond.edu/academics/ 
leadership/index.html), the Graduate and Professional Student Leadership Development 
Program at the University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill (http://qradschool.unc.edu/ 
profdev/profdev.html), the Center for Life Calling and Leadership at Indiana Wesleyan
1
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University (http://clci.indwes.edu/researchA, and the Institute for Leadership 
Advancement at the Terry College of Business, University of Georgia 
(http://www.terrv.uaa.edu/leadershipA. These programs, and countless others, have 
emerged only in the past few decades.
A majority of specific leadership development programs have adopted a type of 
leadership model focused on developing leadership by engaging in service-related 
activities as a method for learning skills. Servant leadership is the term used to describe 
this particular model of leadership. The basic premise of servant leadership was 
described by Robert K. Greenleaf (1970) as first a set of concepts, and second, as 
actions that occur from a direct result of modeling these concepts. Greenleaf did not 
explicitly define servant leadership but rather offered statements that served as a 
framework on which to base the entire model. “It begins with the natural feeling that one 
wants to serve, to serve first. Then conscious choice brings one to aspire to lead” (p.13). 
Laub (1999) attempted to add parameters to this concept and defined servant leadership 
as:
...an understanding and practice of leadership that places the good of 
those led over the self-interest of the leader. Servant leadership promotes 
the valuing and development of people, the building of community, the 
practice of authenticity, the providing of leadership for the good of those 
led and the sharing of power and status for the common good of each 
individual, the total organization and those served by the organization 
(p. 83).
Contemporary authors (Bennis & Nanus, 1998; Covey, 1992; Kouzes &
Posner, 1995; Miller, 1995; Senge, 1994; Spears, 1995, 1998; Tichy, 1997) 
indicate the need for leaders to carry out their roles in a manner respectful of all 
members of the organization. This leadership perspective does not view those in 
command of the organization as patriarchs but rather as individuals who embody 
the very essence of serving others as modeled through daily interactions with 
members of the organization. It is a view where the traditional systems of
2
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rewards and punishments, control, and scrutiny, give way to innovation, 
individual character, and the courage of convictions.... Leadership isn’t the 
private reserve of a few charismatic men and women. It’s a process ordinary 
people use when they’re bringing forth the best from themselves and others”
(Kouzes & Posner, 1995, p. 56). How interesting it is to apply this view of 
leadership as a way to break down stereotypical “ivory tower” approaches to 
higher education. This view brings students, staff, faculty, and administration 
together to engage in shared experiences of serving and leading through the 
process of formal higher education.
Statement of the Problem
Fuller (1993) identified the need for educational restructuring and creative 
leadership in order to meet the needs of those individuals who wish to learn. Sergiovanni 
(1996) reiterated this need and pushed the envelope one step farther by stating,
“Despite the difficulty involved, our ability to improve school depends on our ability to 
create a unique leadership for the schoolhouse” (p. 23). It has become the responsibility 
of all members of the organization to actively engage in developing leadership skills. In 
the case of higher education, this involves students, faculty, staff, and administration.
One university located in the Midwest has recognized societal demands for 
leadership development by adopting the concept and practices of servant leadership as 
the model for learning on the entire campus. All programs are required to incorporate 
servant leadership development opportunities in courses, service experiences, and other 
elements of program delivery as appropriate. While this may be viewed as an admirable 
effort to develop future leaders, there have been no evaluation criteria established to 
determine the effectiveness of implementing such a program on a university-wide basis. 
Organizations, including universities, often experience difficulty implementing a new 
philosophy and fail to collect data necessary for determining the levels of practice and
3
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the impact of such practice on members of the organization. Initial evaluation is 
imperative to determine how the university perceives how it is actually practicing servant 
leadership within the entire learning community.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this research was to determine and compare the perceptions 
among educators and among staff of the practice of servant leadership on an institution­
wide basis at a private Christian university in the Midwest. All employees of this learning 
community had an opportunity to reflect on the extent to which members of the university 
practice the principles of servant leadership.
Two separate studies were conducted as part of this research project. The first 
study, presented in Chapter 3, examined the perceptions of educators at the university. 
Perceptions of educators were compared across a spectrum of academic majors and for 
varying degrees of exposure to the servant leadership model. The second study 
examined the perceptions of staff and is presented in Chapter 4. The format of Chapters 
3 and 4 is aligned with that of a research article prepared for publication. Therefore, 
repetition occurred in each chapter as elements of the research project were similar.
Review of Literature
The literature review outlines the concept of servant-leadership as one model of 
leadership practiced in contemporary society. Leadership is a topic that has been 
discussed at great length across history. Leaders have been identified using both 
positive and negative terms as a description including kings, chiefs, prophets, rulers, 
despots, autocrats, and czars. These individuals were role models for civilization at each 
given point in history. Various types of leadership have been practiced by leaders. One 
type of leadership includes the concept of serving others in order to model leadership. 
Although the term servant-leadership was coined only recently (Greenleaf, 1970), it is
4
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not a new leadership model. Examples of servant-leadership exist in writings dating back 
nearly 2,500 years.
Great philosophers such as Plato, Lao-tzu and Gandhi promoted the idea of
serving as part of leadership. Plato described leaders of his ideal conceptual state,
called philosopher kings, as one to be the most important element of government,
educated to rule with order and reason, and full of virtue (Cornford, 1951). During the
sixth century B.C., Lao-tzu described leadership as selflessness:
The wise leader, knowing this, keeps egocentricity in check and by doing so 
becomes even more effective. Enlightened leadership is service, not selfishness. 
The leader grows more and lasts longer by placing the well-being of all above the 
well-being of self along. Paradox: By being selfless, the leader enhances self 
(Heider, 1985, p. 42).
Gandhi’s view of leadership focused on modeling self-restraint and non-violence. He 
believed that leaders either learn body-force or soul-force as the way to accomplish 
goals.
[Where] they learn the former, both the rulers and the ruled become like so many 
mad men; but where they learn soul-force, the commands of the rulers do not go 
beyond the point of their swords, for true men disregard unjust commands (Wren, 
1995, p. 69).
Christianity is based on servant leadership as Jesus lived his life in service to
God first and humanity second. In the New Testament of the Bible Jesus taught, “In
everything, do to others as you would have them do to you..." Matthew 7:12 (Bible, New
Revised Standard Version, p. 1153). It is written that Jesus further taught his disciples:
...But Jesus called them to him and said, “You know that the rulers of the 
Gentiles lord it over them, and their great ones are tyrants over them. It will not 
be so among you; but whoever wishes to be great among you must be your 
servant, and whoever wishes to be first among you must be your slave; just as 
the Son of Man came not to be served but to serve, and to give his life a ransom 
for many" Matthew 20:25-28 (Bible, New Revised Standard Version, p. 1168).
5
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These early documented concepts of serving others as a way to model leadership 
provide a foundation from which the contemporary ideals of servant leadership arise. 
Servant Leadership Model
Servant leadership was coined by Robert K. Greenleaf in 1970 in an essay, The
Servant as Leader. Greenleaf did not formally define servant leadership. Instead, he set
forth a rather lengthy concept accompanied by necessary action and self-reflection to
indicate that one is practicing servant leadership.
The servant-leader is servant first....It begins with the natural feeling that one 
wants to serve, to serve first. Then conscious choice brings one to aspire to lead. 
That person is sharply different from one who is leader first, perhaps because of 
the need to assuage an unusual power drive or to acquire material possessions. 
For such it will be a later choice to serve -  after leadership is established. The 
leader-first and the servant-first are two extreme types. Between them are 
shadings and blends that are part of the infinite variety of human nature.
The difference manifests itself in the care taken by the servant-first to 
make sure that other people’s highest priority needs are being served. The best 
test, and difficult to administer, is: Do those served grow as persons? Do they, 
while being served, become healthier, wiser, freer, more autonomous, more likely 
themselves to become servants? And, what is the effect on the least privileged in 
society; will they benefit, or, at least, not be further deprived?
As one sets out to serve, how can one know that this will be the result? 
One continues to study and learn and periodically one re-examines the 
hypothesis itself... (p. 7-8).
Robert K. Greenleaf was employed at the American Telegraph & Telephone 
Company (AT&T) for nearly 38 years. During this time he held many positions, several of 
which did not exist until he occupied them. He eventually retired as a vice president 
within that company. During his tenure at AT&T and while engaged in consulting 
ventures after his formal retirement from that company, he wrote about the need to work 
together to develop leaders. He described his essays and other writings as being based 
on personal experience over the course of his life and on concepts that he gleaned from 
literature (Greenleaf, 1977).
The concept of servant leadership emerged over the course of Greenleaf s 
personal and professional experiences. However, the event he identified as pivotal in
6
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which is an account of a mythical journey of a group of individuals (Greenleaf, 1977).
The central character is Leo, a servant for the group who is responsible for completing
basic chores on the journey. When Leo disappears, the group is unable to continue and
the journey is abandoned. Years later, one of the original group finds Leo. This individual
discovers that Leo was the guiding spirit of the group, a great and noble leader.
Greenleaf (1977) interpreted that text to mean
... that the great leader is seen as servant first, and that simple fact is the key to 
his greatness....If one is servant, either leader or follower, one is always 
searching, listening, expecting that a better wheel for these times is in the 
making. It may emerge any day. Anyone of us may find it out from personal 
experience (pp. 7-8).
The concepts that Greenleaf read in the story remained with him as he progressed 
through his career, but it was nearly 15 years after he read the text that he began 
authoring essays and texts on the topic of servant leadership.
Servant leadership within self
Contemporary leadership literature suggests that the process of developing 
leaders requires several phases that allow the individual to learn, apply, reflect, and 
internalize the concept of servant leadership. Covey (1989) described a process of 
developing leadership skills based on principles that are deep, fundamental, classic 
truths that are woven into experiences and serve to guide decision making. Through this 
approach, natural consequences of actions are addressed with the actual experience 
that may assist the individual in further developing insight through use of foresight.
Leaders profiled in Tichy’s (1997) The Leadership Engine used mistakes as an 
opportunity to learn and grow from the outcome. This type of leading allowed trust to be 
built within the organizations and further developed the insight that not all decisions are 
correct but that not making a decision may be much more detrimental. Servant-leaders 
encourage others to take risks by initiating change, providing guidance along the way for
7
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others as they join based on the vision created by the leader. The servant-leader also 
acknowledges that a chance of failure may occur with the same chance for success but 
is still willing to go down the path toward the goal. The servant-leader then responds to a 
situation with empathy, accepting imperfections of an individual and continues to 
encourage every member to work creatively toward the goal (Greenleaf, 1977). 
Greenleaf continued to write about the ability to step back from a situation in order to 
reflect on the entirety of the situation and listen to what all team members are saying as 
one of the main theses throughout his essays and books.
Servant Leadership Within an Organization
Greenleaf (1977) described American society as being mediated through large 
institutions with three main institutions, or organizations, being businesses, churches, 
and universities. One of his theses for implementing servant-leadership was that if one 
of these institutions would move toward operating from the perspective of servant 
leadership, all of society, including the other two institutions, would move forward toward 
improving as well. He stated: “By this is meant that an institution makes a contribution, at 
least proportional to its opportunity, toward building a society that is more just and more 
loving, one that offers greater creative opportunities to its people” (p. 50). Senge (1994) 
wrote that in order for an organization to create opportunities for its people, strong 
guiding vision should prevail so that the members understand the goal of the institution 
and, as such, join efforts to realize the importance of what is being created. Servant- 
leaders are not focused on what exact role or title that they hold within an organization. 
Rather they focus on the end goal and foster community by the very nature of their 
efforts to be part of the change process (Maxwell, 2001).
Greenleaf (1977) believed that a “crisis of leadership” existed within the 
institution of education during the late 1960s and early 1970s. Although he was part of 
the business world, he viewed education as having a great impact on developing
8
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leadership skills that would greatly impact the business world by the very nature that
graduates seek employment after completing program requirements. Juxtaposition
existed between the established authority and those with a focus on rebelling against the
established authority in order to meet changing individual needs. He stated:
But, alas, we live in the age of the anti-leader, and our vast educational structure 
devotes very little care to nurturing leaders or to understanding followership. If 
there is any influence, formal education seems to discourage such pursuits. 
Educators argue, speciously I believe, that such preparation is implicit in general 
education. If that is true, how can it be that we are in a crisis of leadership in 
which vast numbers of “educated” people make such gross errors in choosing 
whose leadership to follow, and in which there is so little incentive for able and 
dedicated servants to take the risks of asserting leadership? The conclusion I 
reach is that educators are avoiding the issue when they refuse to give the same 
care to the development of servant leaders as they do to doctors, lawyers, 
ministers, teachers, engineers, scholars....! am certain that, generally, they 
recognize neither the obligation nor the opportunity. Thus far in my experience, 
they appear unpersuadable. An occasional gifted teacher will take some 
initiative, but the institutions rarely sanction the effort. The outlook for better 
leadership in our leadership-poor society is not encouraging (Greenleaf, 1977, 
P-4).
When Greenleaf first wrote “The Servant as Leader” (1970), it was designed to 
urge young adults, specifically those in colleges and universities, to take more 
responsibility for the unrest occurring during that time. He saw this group of individuals 
as having the potential to change the way that people interact, and yet he was aware 
that this very group was not interested in working within the established system. Now, 
these concepts are applied not only to the institution of education but also to the other 
two institutions--the church and business.
Characteristics of Servant Leadership
Servant leaders embody several characteristics that may signify each as servant 
first. These characteristics are listening, empathy, healing, awareness, persuasion, 
conceptualization, foresight, stewardship, commitment to the growth of people, and 
building community (Spears, 2002). Contemporary leadership authors have embraced 
these characteristics as essential for a leader in the new millennium (Bennis & Nanus,
9
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1998; Covey, 1992; Kouzes & Posner, 1995; Miller, 1995; Senge, 1994; Spears, 1995, 
1998; Tichy, 1997). According to Autry (2001), each of these characteristics requires the 
leader to be an active member of the group or organization and to model strength and 
vulnerability at the same time. The actions of leaders often appear intuitive in nature but 
require great cognitive awareness of the surrounding environments to appropriately 
respond to those environments (DePree, 1992; Goleman, 1995). The lived experiences 
of each person create the foundation from which an intuitive nature forms.
Larry Spears (1997), the editor of Insights on Leadership, traced the evolution 
and growing impact of servant leadership over the past three decades. He included a 
detailed description of ten characteristics believed to be essential for any servant leader. 
These descriptions were created by reviewing Greenleafs writings and researching 
contemporary literature based on servant-leadership. The characteristics are as follows:
1. Listening: The servant-leader seeks to listen receptively to what is being said (and 
not said!). Listening also encompasses getting in touch with one’s own inner voice and 
seeking to understand what one’s body, spirit, and mind are communicating. Listening, 
coupled with regular periods of reflection, is essential to the growth of the servant-leader.
2. Empathy. People need to be accepted and recognized for their special and unique 
spirits. One assumes the good intentions of coworkers and does not reject them as 
people, even while refusing to accept their behavior or performance.
3. Healing: Although this is a part of being human, servant-leaders recognize that they 
have an opportunity to “help make whole” those with whom they come in contact.
4. Awareness: Awareness, of self and others, aids one in understanding issues 
involving ethics and values. It lends itself to being able to view most situations from a 
more integrated, holistic position.
5. Persuasion: The servant-leader seeks to convince others, rather than coerce 
compliance. The servant-leader is effective at building consensus within groups.
10
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6. Conceptualization'. The ability to look at a problem (or an organization) from a 
conceptualizing perspective means that one must think beyond day-to-day realities. 
Servant-leaders are called to seek a delicate balance between conceptual thinking and a 
day-to-day-focused approach.
7. Foresight: Foresight is a characteristic that enables the servant-leader to understand 
the lessons from the past, the realities of the present, and the likely consequence of a 
decision for the future. It is also deeply rooted within the intuitive mind.
8. Stewardship: Servant-leaders hold their organizations in trust of the greater good of 
society.
9. Commitment to the growth of people: Servant-leaders believe that people have an 
intrinsic value beyond their tangible contributions as workers. The servant-leader 
recognizes the tremendous responsibility to do everything within his or her power to 
nurture the personal, professional, and spiritual growth of employees.
10. Building community: The servant-leader senses that much has been lost in recent 
human history as a result of the shift from local communities to large institutions as the 
primary shaper of human lives. This awareness causes the servant-leader to seek to 
identify some means for building community among those who work in businesses and 
other institutions.
Research in Servant Leadership
Research exploring servant-leadership has recently been conducted. The studies 
vary in nature but may be organized into three types. The first type includes qualitative 
studies describing servant leaders and organizations embracing servant-leadership as a 
model for effective operation (Boyer, 1999; Braye, 2000; Foster, 2000; Jackson, 1994; 
Taylor-Gillham, 1998; Wheaton, 1999). A qualitative study conducted by Crippen (2004) 
profiled pioneer women from Manitoba and found that these women modeled servant 
leadership characteristics. These studies provided rich descriptions of perceived
11
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qualities found within a servant leader. The second type of research includes 
quantitative research that describes understanding of the general concept of servant- 
leadership within an organization that has adopted the servant leadership model (Herbst, 
2003; Horsman, 2001; Laub, 1999; Ledbetter, 2003; Livovich, 1999). Herbst (2003) 
discovered that students in high schools, where servant-leadership was the accepted 
model, were achieving higher scores than in other high schools that did not practice 
servant-leadership. A third segment of research studies utilized quantitative measures 
and focused on business organizations with results indicating that employees working 
within organizations espousing the servant-leadership model indicated higher job 
satisfaction (Hebert, 2003; Thompson, 2002), greater sense of spirit in the workplace 
(Beazley, 2002; Horsman, 2001), and that leaders within these organizations may further 
develop servant-leadership skills given additional time to practice these skills (Braye, 
2000).
Colleges and universities rooted in a Christian background were attentive to 
Greenleafs ideas on service-oriented leadership from the start. DiStefano (1995) noted 
that various religious orders of sisters appeared most interested early on. This interest 
may have been because they identified with the concept of serving each other through 
community. Many authors have described the presence of servant-leadership within an 
institution, but no research focuses on the potential impact of such a curriculum on 
students. One such report is about Chaminade University in Honolulu, Hawaii, founded 
in 1955. Keith (1994) described an institution where servant leadership values are 
modeled by graduates with “more than half of them hav[ing] held public service or 
community service jobs since graduation" (p. 3). Another paper (Smitter, 1998) 
described a leadership program delivered in four phases at Ball State University in 
Indiana and administered by the student affairs office. The paper indicated success in 
developing servant-leadership skills but did not indicate specific data to support that
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claim. The phases occurred in sequence: self-esteem, involvement and student 
organizations, volunteerism, and finally building connections with the professional 
community. This program appeared to be successful in offering the learning, experience 
and reflection necessary for developing servant leaders. However, this report was not a 
research project but rather a statement on the leadership approach utilized in this 
setting.
One study conducted in a community college was designed to assess the effects 
on the faculty and administration involved in a transition from a traditional hierarchical 
model to that of the servant leader model (Kezar, 1996). Kezar identified that when 
pluralistic leadership is espoused, conflict resolution is more effective, a broader range 
of ideas is accepted, and more sound organizational communication evolves. This 
research was limited in application as it was directed at administration and faculty 
without regard to student participation.
Taylor-Gillham (1998) interviewed educational administrators to describe 
methods these individuals use to practice servant-leadership. This study added to the 
theoretical base of servant-leadership and how it is practiced within the educational 
environment. Further research conducted by Taylor (2002) focused on servant- 
leadership practices of public school principals. The study analyzed one group of 
principals who utilize servant leadership and another group who do not utilize servant 
leadership. Results indicated that principals who rate themselves as employing servant 
leadership were perceived by their teachers as more effective leaders. A separate study 
conducted by Thompson (2002) focused on servant-leadership and job satisfaction in 
higher education. Results indicated higher job satisfaction in organizations that were 
perceived as modeling servant-leadership.
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Conceptual information about servant leadership and methods of implementation 
does exist, but limited research has been designed to investigate the effectiveness of 
servant leadership for either individuals or groups in higher education.
Potential Limitations of Servant Leadership
While many researchers present servant leadership as an ideal model as 
evidenced by research previously identified in this chapter, criticisms do exist with this 
model of leadership. The first criticism is that this model is viewed as a weak leadership 
style because power is shared among all group members. Rinehart (1998) pointed out 
that leadership typically focuses on “...a  single, strong individual....the one who got 
things done as he climbed the ladder of power” (p. 9). Servant leaders must possess an 
inner confidence and be willing to be honest when they do not know an answer (Wong, 
1997). This position of shared power is not typical of authoritarian leadership that is 
commonly practiced in much of society (Tatum, 1995; Vanourek, 1987). This open style 
of leadership does not allow the leader to avert incompetence or act with ignorance.
This additional effort may, in fact, serve as evidence that servant leadership is not a soft 
or weak leadership style but rather a style where the leader is required work more 
diligently to remain attentive to all that is occurring within an organization.
A second criticism of servant leadership is that it is based on a flattened 
leadership hierarchy as opposed to that of a traditional hierarchical style (DePree, 1995). 
This change in structure is a potential obstacle for an organization based on the culture 
and perceptions of leadership within that organization (Lee & Zemke, 1995). Changes 
within an organization typically occur at a slow rate, and if an organization is attempting 
to change a fundamental structure such as an organization-wide leadership structure, 
the change may be difficult to make given the historical nature of basing leadership on a 
hierarchical model. Bureaucratic or authoritarian leadership, commonly used in most 
organizations during the past several decades, is based on a need to control (Block,
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1996) whereas Greenleaf’s servant leadership supported the concept of “primas inter 
paras” (first among equals) (Walker, 1997). Walter (1998) described a servant-led 
organization as one where relationships are less structured, employee self-worth is 
celebrated, innovative ideas are encouraged to come from any employee. This 
collaboration creates a positive environment and allows the wisdom of each employee to 
serve as a guiding force in moving the organization ever forward. However, this 
leadership style based on level playing fields and open communication requires much 
time, consistency, and discipline on the part of the leader to ensure that all members of 
the organization create a personal vision while working together to meet the overarching 
mission of the organization (Maxwell, 1996). Creating this strong organizational culture is 
often more difficult and requires more effort than traditional leadership styles formerly 
embraced by large organizations but people are motivated to engage in a servant-led 
organization because it is built on relationships not power (Kouzes & Posner, 2004).
Both of these criticisms exist because servant leadership is a juxtaposition of 
previously accepted authoritarian models of leadership. This new paradigm of servant 
leadership may be more difficult to implement because it requires not just more of the 
leaders but of every member of the organization. DePree (1995) identified problems with 
the ambiguous structure of servant leadership. However, he also identified that the 
strength of an effective organization lies in fostering open communication of creative 
ideas generated by all members of the organization. Servant leaders and scholars 
researching servant leadership acknowledge that this model is based on radically 
different ideals than those previously accepted by many individuals and organizations. 
This uneasy feeling often accompanies change and is an indication that change is 
necessary. Depree (1995), despite a detailed description of many limitations of servant 
leadership, is convinced that servant leadership is the method to most effectively lead 
any organization.
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Research Questions
The following research questions guided the two studies that constituted this 
investigation.
Study 1:
What were the levels of practice of the seven dimensions of servant leadership 
as perceived by educators of the institution?
A. Were there significant differences in the assessment of these dimensions of 
organizational leadership among educators?
B. Were there differences between science-based faculty, social science-based 
faculty, and administrators?
C. What were the differences by length of employment at the university on 
assessment of these dimensions of organizational leadership?
D. What were the relationships among the dimensions of organizational leadership? 
Study 2:
What were the levels of practice of the seven dimensions of servant leadership 
as perceived by the non-teaching staff of the institution?
A. Were there significant differences in the assessment of these dimensions of 
organizational leadership among non-teaching staff?
B. Were there differences between support staff, a combined employee group 
including secretarial staff and custodial services staff, and corporate staff?
C. Were there differences by length of service on the dimensions of servant 
leadership?
D. What were the relationships among the dimensions of organizational 
leadership?
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Several terms were defined within the context of this study. The first term was 
servant-leadership. In these two studies the practice of servant leadership was further 
defined relative to the following seven dimensions of organizational leadership as 
measured by the Organizational Leadership Assessment (OLA; Laub, 1998).
Servant Leadership: A model of leadership based on teamwork and community.
Individuals in practicing this model involving others in decision making within the 
organization and requires that any decisions are based on ethical and caring 
behaviors. This model includes a strong focus on enhancing the personal growth 
of individuals while improving the quality of the institution (Spears, 2002).
Displays authenticity: An individual is open and accountable to others with a willingness 
to learn from others and by maintaining integrity and trust (Laub, 1998, p. 83). 
Builds community: An individual within the organization builds community through
establishing relationships, working collaboratively, and valuing diversity of others 
(Laub, 1998, p. 83).
Values people: The servant-leader believes in people, serves other’s needs and listens 
without judging (Laub, 1998, p. 83).
Develops people: The servant-leader provides opportunity for learning and growth,
models appropriate behavior, and builds others through encouragement (Laub, 
1998, p. 83).
Provides leadership: An individual within the organization who envisions the future, takes 
initiative and clarifies goals within the group or organization (Laub, 1998, p. 83). 
Shares leadership: The servant-leader facilitates a shared vision by sharing power and 
releasing control (Laub, 1998, p. 83).
Job Satisfaction: A level of contentment displayed by an individual within a current job 
(Laub, 1988, p. 83).
Operational Definitions
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For the purposes of this study, the term university constituents referred to any individual 
employed by the university on a part-time or full-time basis. There were several 
categories of employees requiring further delineation within this general term.
Educators: An employee who engages in direct education of students.
• Teaching faculty: An employee, full-time or part-time, who is directly
responsible for teaching students.
• Program director: An employee who is responsible for administrative functions
within a particular program of study or major; reports directly to the 
Division Chairperson; and whose duties may include direct teaching.
•  Division chair: An employee who is responsible for administrative functions of a
large educational unit; reports directly to the Vice President or Dean of 
Academic Affairs; and whose duties may include direct teaching.
•  Administrator: An employee who is responsible for administrative functions of
the university and is designated as an Assistant Vice President, Vice 
President, or President.
Staff-. Any employee whose job responsibilities do not include direct teaching of students 
through formal coursework.
• Corporate staff: An employee who is responsible for direct implementation of
student-related services other than teaching. Individuals in this category 
may include coaching staff, residence hall directors, admissions 
counselors, managers of university-sponsored stores such as the 
bookstore or convenience store, managers of business-related 
departments such as public affairs and financial aid, and other individuals 
holding positions meeting the designated general criteria.
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•  Custodial services: An employee who is responsible for the physical plant,
general maintenance and/or janitorial services.
• Secretarial staff: An employee who is responsible for office and/or clerical
services.
Top leadership: An employee who is responsible for administrative functions of an 
organization.
Manager/supervisor: Any employee who is designated to be in charge of other 
employees.
Workforce: An employee who is designated to carry out work tasks and is not in charge 
of other employees.
Assumptions
The framework for this study drew on the conceptual framework of servant- 
leadership. As such, the following assumptions were made for purposes of this study.
1. Organizational leadership was observable in and by faculty and non-teaching staff 
members at a University and, therefore, can be measured.
2. Organizational leadership as measured by the OLA was a measure of servant 
leadership.
3. The OLA was a valid and reliable measure of the seven dimensions of servant 
leadership.
Delimitations
The focus of this research was servant leadership and, therefore, was limited to 
principles, behaviors, and attitudes specific to that model of leadership. Furthermore, 
both studies took place at one small, private Christian university in the Midwest. Study 1 
included only those constituents who held at least full-time employment status as a 
faculty member or member of administration at the University. Study 2 included only 
those constituents who held at least part-time employment status as a non-teaching staff
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member at the University. However, these parameters were appropriate to the intent of 
this research in that both populations were primary constituents involved in the 
implementation of the servant leadership curriculum model.
Rationale for the Study
Data collected through this study served as a baseline to determine levels of 
practice of servant leadership at the university and to determine the extent to which the 
employees of the university have adopted the model. Results provided opportunity for 
employees at all levels of the university to further adopt principles of servant leadership 
into their routine job performance. Persons in administrative positions had opportunity to 
review results and determine how best to build upon existing processes and provide 
further assistance in developing each employee’s capacity to model servant leadership.
Furthermore, additional institutions of higher education may review this study for 
curricular leadership program development and determine the potential impact of 
infusing this model on a campus-wide basis. Results obtained from using the 
Organizational Leadership Assessment may also provide opportunity to determine 
appropriateness of this tool for assessment purposes in other institutions of higher 
education.
Chapter Summary
This chapter provided the purpose for conducting research, specific research 
questions, operational definitions of terms used in this study, importance or rational of 
the study, assumptions, and delimitations of the study. In addition, a review of literature 
provided the contextual framework of servant leadership used to guide the focus of this 
research. Chapter 2 provides a description of the methodology and statistical analysis 
procedures used for the studies included within this research. Chapter 3 provides a 
presentation of the study conducted with educators at the participating university. 
Chapter 4 provides a presentation of the study conducted with staff at the participating
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university. Chapter 5 provides the overall summary of the research project as a whole, 
implications of the research, and recommendations for further study.
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CHAPTER II
METHODOLOGY
The research consisted of two studies focused on two separate populations at 
the same institution. The same data collection methods and procedures were used in 
both studies. This chapter focuses on the methodology used to collect data for both 
studies.
Design
This researcher sought to identify the levels of practice of a servant leadership 
model on an institution-wide basis. Practice was assessed through the perceptions of 
teaching faculty and non-teaching staff. A survey was administered to teaching faculty 
and non-teaching staff, and a relational approach was used to determine associations 
among variables. Creswell (2002) stated that “an explanatory research design is a 
correlational design in which the researcher is interested in the extent to which two 
variables (or more) co-vary -  where variance or change in one variable is reflected in 
variance or changes in the other” (p. 363). This type of design requires data collection at 
one point in time with analysis of all participants as a single group. Statistical analysis 
resulted in interpretations of the practice of seven dimensions of servant leadership at 
one small, private university in the Midwest.
Instruments and Protocols
The multi-item survey Organizational Leadership Assessment (OLA) (Laub,
1998) was administered to the participants. A copy of this instrument is located in 
Appendix A. The OLA was created by Laub (1998) “to provide organizations and teams 
a tool with which to assess the perceived presence of servant leadership characteristics
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within the group” (p. 36). The OLA measures seven separate dimensions of servant 
leadership within an organization: values people, develops people, builds community, 
displays authenticity, provides leadership, shares leadership, and displays job 
satisfaction. The seven dimensions of servant-leadership assessed by the OLA consist 
of specifically selected items throughout the instrument. Table 2.1 contains a list of the 
dimension and corresponding items from the OLA.
Table 1
Dimensions of Servant Leadership Assessed by the Items of the OLA









1 ,4 , 9, 15, 19, 52, 54, 55, 57, 63
20, 31,37, 40, 42, 44, 46, 50, 59
7, 8, 12, 13, 16, 18 ,21 ,25 , 38, 47
3 ,6 , 10, 11,23, 28, 32,33, 35, 4 3 ,5 1 ,6 1
2, 5, 14, 22, 27, 30, 36, 45, 49
17, 24, 26, 29, 34, 39, 41, 48, 53, 65
56, 58, 60, 62, 64, 66
The OLA was originally constructed with 60 characteristics of servant leadership 
organized into six dimensions: values people, develops people, builds community, 
displays authenticity, provides leadership, and shares leadership. “In this research, a 3- 
part Delphi process was utilized with a group of fourteen experts in the field of servant 
leadership. This group...came to consensus on sixty characteristics of servant 
leadership which were organized into the [sic] model” (Center for Life Calling and 
Leadership, 2001). After field tests of the original instrument, a seventh category titled as 
Job Satisfaction questions was added (Laub, 1998, p. 52). “The OLA has a high
23
;ed with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
reliability of .98 and has been field tested with over 75 different organizations” (Center 
for Life Calling and Leadership, 2001).
The OLA has a 1998 copyright and the author granted permission to use this 
instrument as the survey administered in this study. The OLA is designed for use with 
employees of an organization.
Data collected from participants in this study was analyzed for psychometric 
consistency to assure reliability on the OLA for this sample. Cronbach’s Alpha for each 
dimension servant leadership measured by the OLA within this population ranged from 
.881 to .943. Item discriminations greater than .200 indicate a high level of reliability 
among individuals who participated in this research study.
The first dimension measured by the OLA, titled Values People, included 10 
items with a mean of 37.11 and standard deviation of 7.33. Alpha for this scale was .914. 
Table 2.2 provides a summary of the discrimination indices or corrected item total 
correlations for each item included in this dimension.
The second dimension of servant-leadership measured by the OLA is titled 
Develops People. There are nine items in this dimension. The mean score was 31.73 
and standard deviation was 7.33 with an alpha of .912. Table 2.3 provides a summary of 
the discrimination indices or corrected item total correlation for each item included in this 
dimension.
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Table 2
Statement Pertaining to Values People Discrimination Index
1. Trust each other .659
4. Respect each other .722
9. Are caring and compassionate towards each other .615
15. Are aware of the needs of others .596
19. Accept people as they are .755
52. Are receptive listeners .753
54. Put the needs of the workers ahead of their own .664
55. I feel appreciated by my supervisor for what I contribute .680
57. I am listened to by those above me in the organization .690
63. I am respected by those above me in the organization .722
Discrimination Indices per Item of the OLA Dimension: Values People
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Table 3
Discrimination Indices per Item of the OLA: Develops People
Statement Pertaining to Develops People
20. View conflict as an opportunity to learn & grow
31. Create an environment that encourages learning
37. Practice the same behavior they expect from others
40. Lead by example by modeling appropriate behavior
42. Provide opportunities for all workers to develop to their full 
potential
44. Use their power and authority to benefit the workers
46. Build people up through encouragement and affirmation
50. Provide mentor relationships in order to help people grow 
professionally
5 9 . 1 receive encouragement and affirmation from those above 











The third dimension of servant-leadership measured by the OLA is Builds 
Community. Ten items are included in this dimension with the mean score for this 
population of 36.95, standard deviation of 6.49, and Cronbach’s alpha of .891. The 
discrimination index for each item is provided in Table 2.4.
Reliability of the Displays Authenticity dimension of servant-leadership as 
measured by the OLA for subjects of this study had a mean of 42.81, standard deviation 
of 9.64, and alpha level of .943. This dimension included 12 items. The discrimination 
index for each item in this dimension occurs in Table 2.5.
26
ced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Table 4
Statement Pertaining to Builds Community Discrimination Index
7. Work well together in teams .675
8. Value differences in culture, race & ethnicity .536
11. Relate well to each other .675
13. Attempt to work with others more than working on .415
their own
16. Allow for individuality of style and expression .608
18. Work to maintain positive working relationships .739
21. Know how to get along with people .738
25. Work alongside the workers instead of separate from .607
them
38. Facilitate the building of community & team .635
47. Encourage workers to work together rather than .767
competing against each other
Discrimination Indices per Item of the OLA: Builds Community
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Table 5
Statement Pertaining to Displays Authenticity Discrimination Index
3. Are non-judgmental -  they keep an open mind .598
6. Maintain high ethical standards .755
10. Demonstrate high integrity & honesty .678
11. Are trustworthy .671
23. Are open to learning from those who are below them .754
in the organization
28. Promote open communication and sharing of .736
information
32. Are open to receiving criticism & challenge from .752
others
33. Say what they mean, and mean what they say .825
35. Admit personal limitations & mistakes .725
43. Honestly evaluate themselves before seeking to .757
evaluate others
51. Are accountable & responsible to others .787
61.1 trust the leadership of this organization .836
Discrimination Indices per Item of the OLA: Displays Authenticity
The next dimension of servant-leadership measured by the OLA is titled Provides 
Leadership. There are nine items included within this dimension. The mean score was 
33.14 and standard deviation was 6.63 with an alpha level of .884. Table 2.6 provides a 
summary of the discrimination indices or corrected item total correlation for each item 
included in this dimension.
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Table 6
Discrimination Indices per Item of the OLA: Provides Leadership
Statement Pertaining to Provides Leadership
2. Are clear on the key goals of the organization
5. Know where this organization is headed in the future
14. Are held accountable for reaching work goals
22. Communicate a clear vision of the future of the 
organization
27. Don’t hesitate to provide the leadership that is needed
30. Provide the support and resources needed to help 
workers meet their goals
36. Encourage people to take risks even if they may fail
45. Take appropriate action when it is needed











The sixth dimension of servant-leadership measured by the OLA is titled Shares 
Leadership. There are 10 items included within this dimension. The mean score was 
35.52 and standard deviation was 8.22 with an alpha level of .929. Table 2.7 provides a 
summary of the discrimination indices or corrected item total correlation for each item 
included in this dimension.
The final dimension of servant leadership measured by the OLA is titled Job 
Satisfaction. There are six items included in this dimension. The mean score for the 
subjects in this research was 24.84, standard deviation of 4.30 and an alpha level of 
.881. Table 2.8 provides a summary of the discrimination indices or corrected item total 
correlation for each item included in this dimension.
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Table 7
Statement Pertaining to Shares Leadership Discrimination Index
17. Are encouraged by supervisors to share in making .667
important decisions
24. Allow workers to help determine where this .738
organization is headed
26. Use persuasion to influence others instead of .609
coercion or force
29. Give workers the power to make important decisions .619
34. Encourage each person to exercise leadership .723
39. Do not demand special recognition for being leaders .763
41. Seek to influence others from a positive relationship .845
rather than from the authority of their position
48. Are humble -  they do not promote themselves .815
53. Do not seek after special status or the “perks" of .744
leadership
65. In this organization, a person’s work is valued more .743
than their title_____________________________________________________________
Table 8
Discrimination Indices per Item of the OLA: Job Satisfaction
Statement Pertaining to Job Satisfaction Discrimination Index
56. I am working at a high level of productivity .702
5 8 . 1 feel good about my contribution to the organization .747
60. My job is important to the success of this organization .577
6 2 . 1 enjoy working in this organization .798
64. I am able to be creative in my job .597
6 6 . 1 am able to use my best gifts and abilities in my job .751
Discrimination Indices per Item of the OLA: Shares Leadership
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In the preceding tables total scores were presented for individual items of each 
dimension of servant leadership. In data analyses, the mean score for each dimension 
was used in order to maintain consistency among dimensions containing varying 
numbers of individual items.
In addition to the OLA, each subject received a separate sheet requesting 
selected demographic information. This information was necessary to provide a 
thorough description of the responding sample of the target university.
Procedure
General research protocols were followed concerning consent to participate, 
confidentiality, and data management. A full description of the study was provided to 
each participant in an Informed Consent Form (Appendix 1). Information describing that 
OLA and further clarifying that this tool addresses employee perceptions of servant 
leadership was provided at that time as well. The participant was afforded an opportunity 
to discuss the research as requested. By completing and returning the survey and 
demographic information, the individual demonstrated consent. Authorization to conduct 
the proposed research on the designated university campus was granted through that 
institution’s Institutional Review Committee.
Data collection
Surveys were administered to all participants during a period near the end of the 
academic term. A written statement about the research was read aloud to the 
participants in order to maintain consistency among all groups of participants. The 
researcher was not present during all administrations of the instrument. When the 
researcher was absent, a video was shown of the researcher reading a prepared 
statement about the research study. Information contained in the video statement was 
the same as that shared with participants when the researcher was present. In the event 
that the researcher was not present during administration of the instrument, any
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faculty/staff administering this survey received written information describing the 
research topic and participants were instructed to refer any questions to the researcher 
whose name and contact information were provided in the consent form. Demographic 
information as well as responses to questions surrounding servant-leadership were 
collected at the same time. Data were collected on four separate occasions between 
June 2004 and September 2004.
Participants
Two convenience samples consisting of educators and staff who were employed 
at the target institution, were invited to participate in this research. All educators and 
non-teaching staff meeting the criteria established for this research were afforded the 
opportunity to participate in order to obtain a cross-sectional representation at this 
university. It should be noted that secretarial staff and custodial services were combined 
into one group titled support staff as these individuals had similar characteristics of 
employment in that they are not responsible for direct implementation of any student- 
related services, but rather maintain the infrastructure of the university.
A total of 92 employees out of 182 (50.5%) employees responded to the survey. 
Employees represented in this sample included 33 of 71 full-time faculty (46.5%), 23 of 
30 corporate staff (76.7%), 28 of 62 support staff (45.1%), and eight of 14 administrators 
(57.14%). Nearly half (n = 39) of all participants have been employed at the university for 
more than one year but less than five years. The remaining 53 participants ranged from 
less than one year to over 30 years of employment at the university. Seventy-three 
participants held a college degree with 40% of individuals (n = 38) indicating a Master’s 
Degree and 11% (n = 10) of the individuals indicating a Doctoral Degree. Seventy-one of 
the participants were female.
One additional demographic question was included in the OI_A requesting each 
participant to self-identify their role within the university. A vast majority of the
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participants (N = 67) identified themselves as part of the general workforce while only 22 
identified themselves as management or top leadership. Four of the participants did not 
indicate a specific role within the university by not responding to this question.
Faculty were asked to identify a division of affiliation within the university. 
Participants in this study self-identified an affiliation from eight divisions: business, 
education, math/science, nursing, philosophy/theology, social behavioral sciences (i.e., 
social work, psychology, criminal justice), humanities (i.e., music, drama, 
communications), and human performance sciences (i.e., physical therapy, occupational 
therapy, exercise science, athletic training). Please refer to Table 2.9 for a summary of 
the demographic information.
Data Analysis
Data gathered for this study seeking to identify differences between groups and 
relationships among variables were analyzed using analysis of variance, multivariate 
analysis, and a correlations. One of the issues identified in completing this study was 
whether of not to combine all employees to conduct analyses of the data. Faculty and 
administrators were similar in characteristics as they have had direct knowledge of the 
teaching and learning needs of the students while non-teaching staff were concerned 
with the business and physical plant operations on campus. A multivariate analysis of 
variance (MANOVA) was conducted between two groups: educators (faculty and 
administrators, N = 41) and staff (corporate staff, secretarial staff, and custodial services, 
N = 51). Significant differences were found between the two groups (Wilks’ Lambda = 
.725, F = 4.55, df=  7,84, p = .<001). Educators reported significantly higher agreement 
with items for each of the dimensions of servant leadership when compared to non­
teaching staff. Univariate analyses were conducted to identify where the differences 
existed. Means, standard deviations, and F values are presented in Table 2.10. Because 
of these differences in the two groups, two separate studies were conducted that would
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Table 9
Demographic Information Self-Reported by Research Participants
DemoqraDhic Variable 
Position within the university
Categories















Less than 1 year 6 6.5
1 - 5  years 39 41.5
6 - 1 0  years 18 19.1
1 1 - 1 5  years 8 8.5
1 6 - 2 0  years 4 4.3
2 1 - 2 5  years 6 6.4
26 -  30 years 8 8.5
More than 30 years 3 3.2
Highest Degree Completed
High School Diploma or GED 8 8.7
Some College/no degree 11 11.7
Associates Degree 6 6.4
Baccalaureate Degree 19 20.2
Masters Degree 38 40.3




Human Performance Sciences 5 15.1
Education 2 6.1





Top Leadership 5 5.4
Management 16 17.4
Workforce 67 72.8
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yield accurate data related to the perceptions of the dimensions of servant leadership for 
educators and for staff.
Alpha level was set at p = .05 for all statistical analyses conducted in this study. 
Therefore, only results significant at p < .05 are reported. The Statistical Package for the 
Social Sciences (SPSS) version 13.0 was used to conduct the computerized analysis of 
data.
Table 10
Descriptive Statistics and Univariate ANOVA Results for the Dimensions of Servant 
Leadership Comparing Educators to Staff
Educators Non-teaching Staff
Dimension Mean SD Mean SD F P
Values People 4.07 .56 3.42 .73 22.06 <.001
Develops People 3.90 .70 3.22 .78 19.27 <.001
Builds Community 3.98 .47 3.47 .67 16.67 <.001
Displays Authenticity 3.87 .75 3.34 .77 11.09 .001
Provides Leadership 3.93 .66 3.49 .74 8.78 .004
Shares Leadership 3.93 .68 3.26 .80 18.46 <.001
Job Satisfaction 4.44 .58 3.89 .74 14.87 <.001
Chapter Summary
Chapter 2 reviewed the research and statistical analysis procedures. A detailed 
description of the instrumentation was provided as a reference for results presented in 
the following chapters. Chapter 3 provides a presentation of the study conducted with 
educators at the participating university. Chapter 4 provides a presentation of the study 
conducted with staff at the participating university. Chapter 5 provides the overall
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summary of the research project as a whole, implications of the research, and 
recommendations for further study.
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CHAPTER III
STUDY 1: EDUCATOR PERCEPTIONS OF SERVANT LEADERSHIP
Leadership is a concept that has been studied by theorists across the span of 
history. Leadership has become the topic of much discussion in higher education as 
well, where administration, faculty, and support staff have opportunities to assist young 
adults in developing leadership abilities with a focus on citizenship and living in a 
manner that is humanistic. Some higher education institutions have begun to address 
leadership development formally by explicitly infusing opportunities to engage in 
leadership activities. Many colleges and universities have created specific programs 
devoted to the implementation and the research of leadership. Examples of such 
programs include the Change Leadership Group in the Graduate School of Education 
and the Center for Public Leadership in the John F. Kennedy School of Government at 
Harvard, the Jepson School of Leadership Studies at the University of Richmond, the 
Graduate and Professional Student Leadership Development Program at the University 
of North Carolina, Chapel Hill, the Center for Life Calling and Leadership at Indiana 
Wesleyan University, and the Institute for Leadership Advancement at the Terry College 
of Business, University of Georgia. These programs, and countless others, have 
emerged only in the past few decades.
A majority of specific leadership development programs have adopted a type of 
leadership model focused on developing leadership by engaging in service-related 
activities as a method for learning skills. Servant leadership is the term used to describe 
this particular model of leadership (Greenleaf,1970).
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Contemporary authors (Bennis & Nanus, 1998; Covey, 1992; Kouzes & Posner, 
1995; Miller, 1995; Senge, 1994; Spears, 1995, 1998; Tichy, 1997) align their writing 
with principles of servant leadership. These authors indicate the need for leaders to 
carry out their roles in a manner respectful of all members of the organization. This 
leadership perspective is a view where the “...traditional systems of rewards and 
punishments, control, and scrutiny, give way to innovation, individual character, and the 
courage of convictions.... Leadership isn’t the private reserve of a few charismatic men 
and women. It’s a process ordinary people use when they’re bringing forth the best from 
themselves and others" (Kouzes & Posner, 1995, p. 56). It is interesting to apply this 
view of leadership as a way to break down stereotypical “ivory tower” approaches to 
higher education. This view brings students, staff, faculty, and administration together to 
engage in shared experiences of serving and leading through the process of formal 
higher education.
Although the term servant-leadership was coined by Robert K. Greenleaf in 
1970, it is not a new leadership model Examples of servant-leadership exist in writings 
dating back nearly 2,500 years. Great philosophers such as Plato, Lao-tzu and Gandhi 
promoted the idea of serving as part of leadership. Christianity is also based on servant 
leadership. In the New Testament of the Bible Jesus taught, “...whoever wishes to be 
great among you must be your servant, and whoever wishes to be first among you must 
be your slave” Matthew 20:27 (Bible, New Revised Standard Version, p. 1168). These 
early documented concepts of serving others as a way to model leadership provide a 
foundation from which the contemporary ideals of servant leadership abound.
Servant Leadership Model
Servant leadership was coined by Robert K. Greenleaf in 1970 in an essay, The 
Servant as Leader. Instead of creating a definition, he set forth a rather lengthy concept
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that included action and self-reflection to indicate what is the practice of servant 
leadership.
The servant-leader is servant first.... It begins with the natural feeling that one 
wants to serve, to serve first. Then conscious choice brings one to aspire to lead. 
That person is sharply different from one who is leader first, perhaps because of 
the need to assuage an unusual power drive or to acquire material possessions. 
For such it will be a later choice to serve -  after leadership is established. The 
leader-first and the servant-first are two extreme types. Between them are 
shadings and blends that are part of the infinite variety of human nature (p. 7-8).
Servant leaders embody several characteristics that signify each as servant first
and leader second. These characteristics are listening, empathy, healing, awareness,
persuasion, conceptualization, foresight, stewardship, commitment to the growth of
people, and building community (Spears, 2002). Contemporary leadership authors have
embraced these characteristics as essential for a leader in the new millennium (Bennis &
Nanus, 1998; Covey, 1992; Kouzes & Posner, 1995; Miller, 1995; Senge, 1994; Spears,
1995, 1998; Tichy, 1997).
Contemporary literature also suggests that the process of developing leaders 
requires several phases that allow the individual to learn, apply, reflect, and internalize 
the concept of servant leadership. Covey (1989) described a process of developing 
leadership skills based on principles that are deep, fundamental, classic truths that are 
woven into experiences and serve to guide decision-making. This type of leading 
allowed trust to be built within the organizations and further developed the insight that 
not all decisions are correct but that not making a decision may be much more 
detrimental. Servant-leaders are not focused on what exact role or title they hold within 
an organization. Rather they focus on the end goal and foster community by the very 
nature of their efforts to be part of the change process (Maxwell, 2001).
Research exploring servant-leadership may be organized into three types. The 
first type includes qualitative studies describing servant leaders and organizations 
embracing servant-leadership as the model for effective operation (Boyer, 1999; Braye,
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2000; Foster, 2000; Jackson, 1994; Taylor-Gillham, 1998; Wheaton, 1999). The second 
type of research includes quantitative research that describes understanding of the 
general concept of servant-leadership within an organization that has adopted the 
servant leadership model (Herbst, 2003; Horsman, 2001; Laub, 1999; Ledbetter, 2003; 
Livovich, 1999). A third segment of research studies utilized quantitative measures and 
focused on business organizations with results indicating that employees working within 
organizations espousing the servant-leadership model indicated higher job satisfaction 
(Hebert, 2003; Thompson, 2002), greater sense of spirit in the workplace (Beazley,
2002; Horsman, 2001), and that leaders within these organizations may further develop 
servant-leadership skills given additional time to practice these skills (Braye, 2000). 
Conceptual information about servant leadership and methods of implementation does 
exist, but limited research has been designed to investigate the effectiveness of servant 
leadership for either individuals or groups in higher education.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this research was to determine and compare the perceptions 
among educators in the practice of servant leadership on an institution-wide basis at a 
private Christian university in the Midwest. Perceptions of educators were compared 
across a spectrum of academic majors and for varying degrees of exposure to the 
servant leadership model. All educators of this learning community had an opportunity to 
reflect on the extent to which members of the university practice the principles of servant 
leadership. This study’s hypothesis was that servant leadership was practiced at varying 
levels at this university, as perceived by educators.
The following research questions guided this investigation.
A. What were the levels of practice of the seven dimensions of servant 
leadership as perceived by educators of the institution?
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B. Were there significant differences in the assessment of these dimensions of 
organizational leadership among educators?
C. Were there differences between science-based faculty, social science based 
faculty, and administrators?
D. What were the differences by length of employment at the university on 
assessment of these dimensions of organizational leadership?
E. What were the relationships among the dimensions of organizational 
leadership?
Method
Design. A survey was administered to educators to gather data. In order to 
identify differences between groups and relationships among variables, data were 
analyzed using repeated measures analysis of variance, multivariate analysis of 
variance, and correlations.
Instrument. The Organizational Leadership Assessment (OLA), used for this 
study, is a 66-item tool created by Laub (1998) “to provide organizations and teams a 
tool with which to assess the perceived presence of servant leadership characteristics 
within the group” (p. 36). The OLA measures seven dimensions of servant leadership 
within an organization: values people, develops people, builds community, displays 
authenticity, provides leadership, shares leadership, and job satisfaction. Subjects’ rated 
the perceived presence of servant leadership using a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 indicating 
strong disagreement with the given statement and 5 indicating a strong agreement with 
the given statement.
Data collected through use of the selected instrument were analyzed for 
psychometric consistency to assure reliability for this population. Cronbach’s Alpha for 
each dimension servant leadership measured by the OLA within this population ranged 
from .881 to .943.
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Participants. A convenience sample consisting of 71 faculty and 14 
administrators were invited to participate in this study. All faculty and administrators 
meeting the criteria established for this research were afforded the opportunity to 
participate in order to obtain a cross-sectional representation at this university. Thirty- 
three faculty members and eight administrators responded to the survey (n = 41). These 
individuals varied in length of employment from less than one year to more than 21 
years. Thirty-seven individuals held a Master’s Degree or higher. Table 3.1 provides a 
summary of the demographic information for the participants. Procedures. Approval was 
obtained from the appropriate institutional review boards prior to initiating the study. Data 
were collected during a six week period near the end of the academic term. A written 
statement about the research was read aloud to the participants in order to maintain 
consistency among all groups of participants.
Data Analysis. Faculty and administrators were similar in characteristics as they 
have direct knowledge of the teaching and learning needs of the students. Therefore, 
when grouped together for purposes of this study, they were collectively referred to as 
educators. To answer research questions one and two regarding the level of practice of 
servant leadership as perceived by educators, a repeated measures analysis of variance 
(ANOVA) was completed. In order to answer the next question comparing perceptions of 
servant leadership among groups of participants, a multivariate analysis of variance 
(MANOVA) was completed by combining data obtained from faculty in various 
disciplines into two groups, science faculty and social science faculty, and leaving 
administrators as a third group. In order to answer the next research question focused 
on differences on the dimensions by length of service at the institution, a multivariate 
analysis of variance (MANOVA) was calculated. Answering the final question addressing 
the relationships among the dimensions of organizational leadership, a Pearson product- 
moment correlation was completed to determine the correlation coefficient. Alpha level
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was set at p = .05 for all statistical analyses conducted in this study. All data analyses 
were conducted using the Statistical Package for Social Sciences, Version 13.0. 
Table 11
Demographic Information Self-Reported by Educators
Demoqraohic Variable 
Position within the university
Cateqories









0 -5 years 12 29
6 - 1 0  years 8 20
1 1 - 2 0  years 8 20
21 years and over 13 31
Highest Degree Completed
Baccalaureate Degree or less 4 10
Masters Degree 27 66
Doctoral Degree 10 24
Division at university
Scientific Based Divisions 20 49
Social Science Based Divisions 12 29
Affiliation with Multiple Divisions or 
Partial Administrative Duties 9 22
OLA Role
Top Leadership 5 12.2
Management 7 17.1
Workforce 27 65.9
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Results
There were significant differences among each of the servant leadership 
dimensions (Wilks’ Lambda = .420, F = 8.05, df=  6,35, p = <001).  Descriptive statistics 
of the perceived practice of servant leadership by faculty and administrators are 
provided in Table 3.2. In general, these respondents had high levels of agreement that 
servant leadership was practiced at this university. Job Satisfaction (mean = 4.44) was 
the dimension of servant leadership perceived as most commonly displayed. While 
Displays Authenticity (mean = 3.87) was the dimension of servant leadership perceived 
as least often practiced.
Table 12
Descriptive Statistics for the Dimensions of Servant Leadership
Dimension Mean Standard Deviation
Values People 4.07 .56
Develops People 3.91 .70
Builds Community 3.98 .47
Displays Authenticity 3.87 .66
Provides Leadership 3.93 .66
Shares Leadership 3.93 .68
Job Satisfaction 4.44 .58
Pairwise comparisons of the means indicated that all dimensions of servant 
leadership were perceived lower than job satisfaction (mean = 4.44). Job satisfaction 
was perceived at a significantly higher level than all six other dimensions of leadership (p 
< 001). One additional significant difference (p = .019) was found between the 
perception of participants on Values People (mean = 4.07) and Displays Authenticity
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(mean = 3.87). While all means were high, this difference indicated that participants 
perceived a slightly higher level of authenticity, on a campus-wide basis, than an interest 
in developing people. All other perceptions of faculty and administrators on the practice 
of servant leadership were rated at the same level.
The next research question sought to identify differences between groups of the 
educators. Faculty were grouped into two categories. The first group was identified as 
Science Faculty (N = 20) and consisted of faculty from the divisions of Business,
Nursing, Math/Science, and Human Performance Sciences (occupational therapy, 
physical therapy, exercise science, and athletic training). The second faculty group, titled 
Social Science Faculty (N = 13), consisted of faculty from the divisions of Education, 
Philosophy/Theology, Humanities (communication, theater/drama, and music), and 
Social Behavioral Sciences (social work, psychology, sociology, and criminal justice). 
Administrators were the final group (N = 8). There were no significant differences among 
the three groups on all dimensions of servant leadership (Wilks’ Lambda = .745, F =
.723, df=  14,64, p = .743). Table 3.3 provides a summary of the means and standard 
deviation for this comparison.
The next research question sought to determine differences in perceptions of 
servant leadership by the length of employment at the university. Length of employment 
was grouped into four distinct time frames to answer this question. The groups consisted 
of those with less than five years employment, six to 10 years employment, 11 to 20 
years employment, and over 20 years employment at the university. There were no 
overall significant differences (Wilks’ Lambda = .517, F=  1.10, df=  21,89, p = .360) 
among the four groups related to the practice of servant leadership. Recently hired 
employees generally have the same perceptions as seasoned faculty and administrators 
on all dimensions of servant leadership. Means and Standard Deviations are presented 
in Table 3.4.
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Table 13






Dimension Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
Values People 4.16 .55 4.19 .56 3.82 .50
Develops People 3.98 .77 4.06 .66 3.60 .67
Builds Community 4.04 .56 4.12 .37 3.70 .48
Displays Authenticity 3.93 .96 4.05 .68 3.53 .62
Provides Leadership 3.99 .77 4.07 .59 3.67 .68
Shares Leadership 3.98 .82 4.11 .62 3.62 .60
Job Satisfaction 4.57 .39 4.58 .52 4.10 .68
46
;ed with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Table 14
Differences by Length of Employment on the Perception of Servant Leadership
< 5 years 6-10 years 11-20 years > 20 years
Dimension Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
Values
People
3.88 .57 4.53 .33 4.01 .66 4.02 .51
Develops
People
3.70 .65 4.46 .43 3.90 .79 3.77 .71
Builds
Community
3.78 .60 4.21 .30 4.11 .55 3.94 .30
Displays
Authenticity
3.61 .85 4.46 .31 3.89 .81 3.74 .68
Provides
Leadership
3.76 .77 4.38 .54 3.93 .74 3.82 .51
Shares
Leadership
3.73 .66 4.54 .28 3.95 .75 3.75 .67
Job
Satisfaction
4.28 .68 4.81 .30 4.17 .62 4.51 .49
To investigate the relationships among the seven dimensions of servant 
leadership, Pearson product-moment correlations were calculated and tested for 
significance. Table 3.5 presents a summary of these correlations. All correlations were 
high and positive with the highest relationships existing among Displays Authenticity and 
Shares Leadership (r = .931), Develops People and Displays Authenticity (r = .928), and 
Develops People and Shares Leadership (r = .920). Job satisfaction (range of .558 to 
.644), as a whole, had the lowest relationships with the other six dimensions.
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Table 15
Pearson Product-Moment Correlations for the Dimensions of Servant Leadership (n=41)
Dimension of 
Servant Leadership
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. Values People 1.00 .883 .850 .886 .837 .887 .596
2. Develops People — 1.00 .817 .928 .892 .920 .644
3. Builds Community — — 1.00 .827 .823 .764 .603
4. Displays Authenticity — — — 1.00 .886 .931 .596
5. Provides Leadership — — — — 1.00 .851 .602
6. Shares Leadership — — — — — 1.00 .558
7. Job Satisfaction — — — — — — 1.00
Discussion
The primary purpose of this research was to determine the perceptions of 
educators on the practice of servant leadership. Results of this research indicate that 
scores measuring perceptions were highest in the areas of Job Satisfaction and Values 
People. Educators demonstrated high means on all dimensions of servant leadership 
ranging from 3.90 to 4.44 where the average expected mean would be 3.0 on a 5.0 
scale. These scores indicated that servant leadership practices were exhibited on this 
campus, as perceived by these respondents. While these means are above average, 
these scores provide opportunity to determine the direction of programming on a 
university-wide basis for educators by focusing on the dimensions with the lowest mean 
score. The participating institution may choose to focus programming on Displays 
Authenticity, characterized by a willingness to learn from others and maintain integrity 
and trust (Laub, 1998), and Develops People, characterized by providing opportunity for 
learning and growth and building others through encouragement (Laub, 1998), in order
48
;ed with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
to further develop overall perceptions of how servant leadership is displayed. Walter 
(1998) described a servant-led organization as one where relationships are less 
structured, employee self-worth is celebrated, and innovative ideas are encouraged to 
come from any employee. This collaboration creates a positive environment and allows 
the wisdom of each employee to serve as a guiding force in moving the organization 
ever forward.
While one might expect length of service at an institution to impact the extent to 
which servant leadership behaviors is displayed, results from this study indicated that 
educators were consistent in their perceptions of how leadership is displayed, further 
suggesting that educators model servant leadership in a similar manner across 
disciplines and in a variety of interactions. In general, the fact that length of service did 
not influence levels of perception may be viewed as a strength of this participant group. 
Each participant has perceived opportunity to observe displays of servant leadership by 
colleagues during the course of their tenure.
One question addressed in this research was the potential relationships that 
existed among the seven dimensions of servant leadership. Results indicated a strong 
relationship among Develops People, Displays Authenticity, and Shares Leadership. 
These scores may be used to support development of programming on a university-wide 
basis as a method of enriching the potential for these behaviors to be displayed in these 
three areas of servant leadership. Conversely, job satisfaction had the lowest level of 
relationship among the dimensions of servant leadership. This study showed that while 
job satisfaction was rated the dimension of servant leadership most evident to be 
perceived by educators, it had less of an effect on the how servant leadership is 
displayed when including all seven dimensions of servant leadership.
This study was conducted using a convenience sample on one university 
campus. Therefore, caution must be used in generalizing the results to any other
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university. Future research needs to be extended to additional institutions that have 
adopted the servant leadership model on a university-wide basis to develop a more clear 
understanding of how educators model servant leadership. Further research would also 
enhance understanding of the dynamic relationship that exists among the seven 
dimensions of servant leadership in order to guide the direction of future programming 
for any given institution.
Implications and Recommendations
The results of this study suggest that servant leadership is perceivable and can 
be measured by members of an organization. In this study, educators identified their 
perceptions of how servant leadership was modeled in seven distinct dimensions. 
Through these results, these participants perceived a need to Develop People; in the 
case of this study develop educators of this institution, and to Display Authenticity. 
Results also indicated a strong, positive relationship with both of these dimensions and a 
third dimension, sharing leadership, which may provide information to direct future 
efforts in developing servant leadership within educators at this given institution. 
Developing people involves creating opportunity for learning and growth and opportunity 
to build others through encouragement (Laub, 1998). Displaying authenticity involves 
displaying openness, being accountable with a willingness to learn from others, and 
maintaining integrity and trust (Laub, 1998). Sharing leadership involves sharing power 
and releasing control (Laub, 1998). Professional development opportunities requiring 
collaboration and relationship building may be offered by this university to allow further 
development in these dimensions of servant leadership.
Future research is necessary to provide a clearer understanding of how servant 
leadership is modeled by educators. Further research on this campus may be conducted 
with an increased participant sample size to more accurately determine the perceptions 
of the entire body of educators. Research comparing level of job satisfaction and servant
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leadership may be conducted to more clearly explore the relationship between those two 
variables given that job satisfaction was the average highest dimension of servant 
leadership perceived by these participants.
Qualitative research efforts may be conducted to address use of servant 
leadership among educators at this institution. Further qualitative research may be 
conducted at various universities that have adopted a servant leadership model in order 
to gain a cross sectional narrative perspective from educators. Research may also be 
conducted with students on this university campus, or at other universities that have 
adopted a servant leadership model, to determine how students perceive a display of 
servant leadership in educators. However, the general results of this study add to an 
ever-growing body of literature designed to explore how servant leadership is modeled.
Chapter Summary
The purpose of this chapter was to provide a presentation of the study conducted 
with educators at the participating university. Methodology and statistical analyses used 
to interpret results were described to provide understanding of the study. Discussion of 
the results was included along with conclusions and implications for further research. 
Chapter 4 provides a presentation of the study conducted with staff at the participating 
university. Chapter 5 provides the overall summary of the research project as a whole, 
implications of the research, and recommendations for further study.
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CHAPTER IV
STUDY 2: STAFF PERCEPTIONS OF SERVANT LEADERSHIP
Servant leadership is a concept that has been developed previously in this 
research. This study focuses directly on the issue of involving staff in leadership 
development. The main concept of servant leadership is that when people collectively 
engage in service to others, leaders emerge who embody several dynamic 
characteristics. Servant-leaders do not focus on the exact role or title they hold within a 
group or an organization. Rather they focus on the end goal and foster community by the 
very nature of their efforts to be part of the change process (Maxwell, 2001). Kouzes 
and Posner (1995) described this type of leadership as one where “...traditional systems 
of rewards and punishments, control, and scrutiny, give way to innovation, individual 
character, and the courage of convictions.... Leadership isn’t the private reserve of a few 
charismatic men and women. It’s a process ordinary people use when they’re bringing 
forth the best from themselves and others” (p. 56).
The participating university articulates a connection with Christianity by directly 
including reference to this fact in its mission statement. One of the main tenets 
frequently proclaimed by top leadership at this institution is the connection with Jesus’ 
example of servant leadership. In the New Testament of the Bible Jesus taught, 
“...whoever wishes to be great among you must be your servant, and whoever wishes to 
be first among you must be your slave” Matthew 20:27 (Bible, New Revised Standard 
Version, p. 1168).
Evidence of the importance of including all employees in research focused on 
servant leadership was found in an excerpt from a recent discussion with an
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administrator from the participating university. "A university is a place of hospitality, 
growth and preparation for professional service. Your future as a leader is our deepest 
concern. [We] have always measured our success by the success of our graduates" 
(personal communication, March 17, 2005). This statement provides further support that 
it is appropriate for all employees at this university to be involved in learning about and 
modeling servant leadership in order to provide students with the most comprehensive 
educational experience.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to determine and compare the perceptions among 
staff in the practice of servant leadership on an institution-wide basis at a private 
Christian university in the Midwest. Perceptions of staff, comprised of corporate staff 
secretarial staff and custodial service staff, were compared across a spectrum of 
positions and for varying degrees of exposure to the servant leadership model. All staff 
of this learning community had an opportunity to reflect on the extent to which members 
of the university practice the principles of servant leadership. This study’s hypothesis 
was that servant leadership is practiced at varying levels at this university, as perceived 
by staff at the university.
The following research questions guided this investigation.
A. What were the levels of practice of the seven dimensions of servant 
leadership as perceived by the staff of the institution?
B. Were there significant differences in the assessment of these dimensions of 
organizational leadership among staff?
C. Were there differences between support staff, a combined employee group 
including secretarial staff and custodial services, and corporate staff?
D. Were there differences by length of service on the dimensions of servant 
leadership?
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E. What were the relationships among the dimensions of organizational 
leadership?
Method
Design. A survey was administered to staff to gather data. In order to identify 
differences between groups and relationships among variables, data were analyzed 
using repeated measures analysis of variance, multivariate analysis of variance, and 
correlations.
Instrument. The Organizational Leadership Assessment (OLA) was used for this 
study. The OLA is a 66-item tool created by Laub (1998) “to provide organizations and 
teams a tool with which to assess the perceived presence of servant leadership 
characteristics within the group” (p. 36). The OLA measures seven separate dimensions 
of servant leadership within an organization: values people, develops people, builds 
community, displays authenticity, provides leadership, shares leadership, and job 
satisfaction. Subjects rate the perceived presence of servant leadership using a scale of 
1-5, with 1 indicating strong disagreement with the given statement and 5 indicating a 
strong agreement with the given statement.
Data collected through use of the selected instrument were analyzed for 
psychometric consistency to assure reliability for this population. Cronbach’s Alpha for 
each dimension servant leadership measured by the OLA within this population ranged 
from .881 to .943.
Participants. A convenience sample consisting of 93 individuals, 23 of 30 
corporate staff and 28 of 62 support staff, who were employed at the target institution, 
participated in this study. All staff meeting the criteria established for this research were 
afforded the opportunity to participate in order to obtain a cross-sectional representation 
at this university. A staff member is one whose job responsibilities did not include direct 
teaching of students through formal coursework. However, further clarification was
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necessary accurately classify each employee and to determine appropriate data 
analyses. Corporate staff was any employee who is responsible for direct 
implementation of student-related services other than teaching. Individuals in this 
category may have included coaching staff, residence hall directors, admissions 
counselors, managers of university-sponsored stores such as the bookstore or 
convenience store, managers of business-related departments such as public affairs and 
financial aid, and other individuals holding positions meeting the designated general 
criteria. Secretarial staff included employees who were responsible for office and/or 
clerical service. Custodial services staff included employees who were responsible for 
the physical plant, general maintenance and/or janitorial services. Secretarial staff and 
custodial services staff were not responsible for carrying out any direct student-related 
services, thus grouping these employees into one category titled support staff was 
appropriate for this study.
Twenty-three corporate staff (45.1%) and 28 support staff (54.9%) responded to 
the survey (n = 51). These individuals varied in length of employment from less than 
one year to more than 21 years with nearly 65% of all employees (N = 33) employed at 
the university less than five years. Thirty-three employees (76.7%) completed a college 
degree including 16 employees who held a Bachelors Degree (31.4%) and 11 who held 
a Masters Degree (21.6). Table 4.1 provides a summary of the demographic information 
for the participants.
Procedures. Approval was obtained from the appropriate institutional review 
boards prior to initiating the study. Data were collected during a six week period near the 
end of the academic term. A written statement about the research was read aloud to the 
participants in order to maintain consistency among all groups of participants.
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Table 16
Demographic Information Self-Reported by Staff
Demoaraohic Variable Cateqories N %
Position within the university
Corporate Staff 23 45.1
Support Staff 28 54.9
Length of employment
0 -5 years 33 64.8
6 - 1 0  years 10 19.6
1 1 - 2 0  years 4 7.8
21 years and over 4 7.8
Highest Degree Completed
High School Diploma or GED 
Some College/no degree 
Associate Degree 



















Data Analysis. Participants of this study were collectively referred to as staff 
when grouped together for purposes of this study. To answer the first and second 
research questions regarding the level of practice of servant leadership as perceived by 
staff, a repeated measures analysis of variance (ANOVA) was completed. In order to 
answer the next question comparing perceptions of servant leadership among groups of 
participants, a multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was completed by combining
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data obtained from secretarial staff and custodial services staff in into one group and 
leaving corporate staff as the second group. In order to answer the next research 
question focused on differences by length of service at the institution on the dimensions 
of servant leadership, a multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was used. The final 
question addressing the relationships among the dimensions of organizational 
leadership was answered using Pearson product-moment correlation. Alpha level was 
set at p < .05 for all statistical analyses conducted in this study. All data analyses were 
conducted using the Statistical Package for Social Sciences, Version 13.0.
Results
There were significant differences among each of the dimensions (Wilks’ Lambda 
= .469, F  = 8.49, df=  6,45, p = <.001). Descriptive statistics of the perceived practice of 
servant leadership by staff is illustrated in Table 4.2. In general, these participants on the 
average agree that servant leadership is practiced at this university. Job Satisfaction 
(mean = 3.89) is the dimension of servant leadership perceived as most commonly 
displayed. While Develops People (mean = 3.22) is the dimension of servant leadership 
perceived as least often practiced.
Pairwise comparisons of the means indicated that all dimensions of servant 
leadership were perceived lower than Job Satisfaction (mean = 4.44). Job Satisfaction 
was perceived at a significantly higher level than all six other dimensions of leadership (p
< .001). Significant differences were found between perception of participants on 
Develops People with Builds Community (p = .006), and with Provides Leadership (p =
< 001). This set of differences indicated that participants perceived a slightly higher level 
of Builds Community and Provides Leadership, on a campus-wide basis, than Develops 
People. Another significant difference indicated that participants perceived a slightly 
higher level of Builds Community than Develops People (p = .007). A final significant 
difference occurred in slightly higher levels of perceptions of Provides Leadership than
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Shares Leadership (p = .003). All other perceptions of faculty and administrators on the 
practice of servant leadership were rated at the same level.
Table 17
Descriptive Statistics for the Dimensions of Servant Leadership
Dimension Mean Standard Deviation
Values People 3.42 .73
Develops People 3.22 .78
Builds Community 3.47 .67
Displays Authenticity 3.34 .77
Provides Leadership 3.49 .74
Shares Leadership 3.26 .80
Job Satisfaction 3.89 .74
The next research question sought to identify differences between groups of 
staff. The first group was corporate staff (N = 23) and the second group was support 
staff (N = 28). There were significant differences between the two groups on at least one 
of the dimensions of servant leadership (Wilks’ Lambda = .703, F -  2.60, df=  7,43, p = 
.025). Job Satisfaction was significantly higher for support staff than corporate staff (p = 
.009). Means, standard deviations, and ANOVA results are presented in Table 4.3.
The next research question sought to determine differences in perceptions of 
servant leadership by the length of employment at the university. Length of employment 
was grouped four distinct time frames to answer this question. The groups were 
classified into less than five years employment, six to 10 years employment, 11 to 20 
years employment, and over 20 years employment at the university. There were no 
overall significant differences (Wilks’ Lambda = .507, F -  1.50, df=  21,118, p = .089)
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among the four groups related to the practice of servant leadership. Recently hired staff 
generally have the same perceptions as long-term staff on all dimensions of servant 
leadership. Means and Standard Deviations are presented in Table 4.4.
Table 18
Means, Standard Deviations, and ANOVA Results for the Two Groups on the 
Dimensions of Servant Leadership
Corporate Staff Support Staff
Dimension Mean SD Mean SD F P
Values People 3.41 .75 3.44 .72 .017 .897
Develops People 3.25 .89 3.19 .70 .065 .800
Builds Community 3.43 .60 3.51 .73 .181 .673
Displays Authenticity 3.36 .80 3.32 .76 .020 .889
Provides Leadership 3.55 .84 3.45 .65 .201 .656
Shares Leadership 3.29 .91 3.24 .70 .044 .834
Job Satisfaction 3.59 .91 4.13 .45 7.424 .009
To investigate the relationships among the seven dimensions of servant
leadership, Pearson product-moment correlations were calculated and tested for 
significance. Table 4.5 presents a summary of these correlations. All correlations were 
high and positive with the highest relationships existing among Develops People and 
Shares Leadership (r = .925), Provides Leadership and Displays Authenticity (r = .902), 
and Displays Authenticity and Shares Leadership (r = .889). Job satisfaction (range of 
.558 to .644), as a whole, had the lowest relationships with the other six dimensions.
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Table 19
Means and Standard Deviations by Length of Employment on the Perception of Servant 
Leadership
< 5 years 6-10 years 11-20 years > 20 years
Dimension Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
Values
People
3.23 .702 3.41 .61 4.08 .22 4.40 .42
Develops
People
3.06 .79 3.10 .68 3.92 .40 4.11 .22
Builds
Community
3.34 .66 3.36 .61 4.18 .29 4.15 .30
Displays
Authenticity
3.17 .78 3.33 .68 3.98 .22 4.08 .64
Provides
Leadership
3.34 .75 3.50 .62 4.06 .28 4.17 .73
Shares
Leadership
3.16 .82 3.02 .69 4.03 .17 3.95 .49
Job
Satisfaction
3.66 .81 4.22 .38 4.33 .24 4.50 .33
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Table 20
Dimensions of Servant Leadership: Pearson Product-Moment Correlations
Dimension of 
Servant Leadership
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. Values People 1.00 .819 .886 .855 .800 .820 .627
2. Develops People — 1.00 .805 .887 .858 .925 .518
3. Builds Community — — 1.00 .854 .825 .867 .495
4. Displays Authenticity — — — 1.00 .902 .889 .517
5. Provides Leadership — — — — 1.00 .863 .508
6. Shares Leadership — — — — —
1.00
.533
7. Job Satisfaction — — — ““““ 1.00
Discussion
The primary purpose of this research was to determine the perceptions of staff 
on the practice of servant leadership. Results of this research indicate that scores 
measuring perceptions of the practice of leadership were highest in the areas of Job 
Satisfaction and Provides Leadership.
Staff demonstrated average means on all dimensions of servant leadership 
ranging from 3.90 to 3.22 where the average expected mean would be 3.0 on a 5.0 
scale. These scores indicated that servant leadership practices were exhibited on this 
campus, as perceived by these participants. While these means are average, these 
scores provide opportunity to determine the direction of programming on a university­
wide basis for staff by focusing on the dimensions with the lowest mean score. The 
participating institution may choose to focus programming on Develops People, 
characterized by providing opportunity for learning and growth, modeling appropriate 
behavior, and building others through encouragement (Laub, 1998), and Shares
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Leadership, characterized by facilitating a shared vision by sharing power and releasing 
control (Laub, 1998), in order to further develop overall perceptions of how servant 
leadership is displayed. Walter (1998) described a servant-led organization as one 
where relationships are less structured, employee self-worth is celebrated, and 
innovative ideas are encouraged to come from any employee. This collaboration creates 
a positive environment and allows the wisdom of each employee to serve as a guiding 
force in moving the organization ever forward.
Support staff reported significantly higher levels of Job Satisfaction than did 
corporate staff. This may, in part, be due to the higher number of female participants. 
According to Helgesen (1995), females tend to experience congruity with personal and 
work lives allowing contentment to flow between both roles. While this may provide a 
partial understanding of this difference, further research is necessary to explore more 
possible reasons for this outcome.
While one might expect length of service at an institution to impact the extent to 
which servant leadership behaviors to be displayed, results from this study indicated that 
staff were consistent in their perceptions of how leadership is displayed further 
suggesting that staff model servant leadership consistently in a variety of interactions. In 
general, the fact that length of service did not influence levels of perception as a whole 
may be viewed as a strength of this participant group. Each participant has perceived 
opportunity to observe displays of servant leadership by fellow employees during the 
course of their employment.
One question addressed in this research was the potential relationships that 
existed among the seven dimensions of servant leadership. Results indicated a strong 
relationship among Displays Authenticity, Develops People, and Shares Leadership. 
These scores may be used to support development of programming specific to the 
needs of staff on a university-wide basis as a method of further enriching behaviors
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displayed in these three areas of servant leadership. Conversely, Job Satisfaction had 
the lowest level of relationship among the dimensions of servant leadership. This study 
showed that while Job Satisfaction was rated the dimension of servant leadership most 
evident to be perceived by non-teaching employees, it had less of an effect on the how 
servant leadership is displayed when including all seven dimensions of servant 
leadership.
This study was conducted using a convenience sample on one university 
campus. Therefore, caution must be used in generalizing the results to any other 
university. Future research needs to be extended to additional institutions that have 
adopted the servant leadership model on a university-wide basis to develop a more clear 
understanding of how staff model servant leadership. Further research would also 
enhance understanding of the dynamic relationship that exists among the seven 
dimensions of servant leadership in order to guide the direction of future programming 
for any given institution.
Implications and Recommendations
The results of this study suggest that servant leadership is perceivable and can 
be measured by members of an organization. In this study, staff identified their 
perceptions of how servant leadership was modeled in seven distinct dimensions. 
Through these results, these participants perceived a need to further Develop People, in 
the case of this study to develop staff. Staff also perceives a need to further develop 
skills in Shares Leadership. Results also indicated a strong, positive relationship with 
both of these dimensions and a third dimension, Displays Authenticity, which could direct 
development of servant leadership skills among staff. Develops People involves 
creating opportunity for learning and growth through encouragement (Laub, 1998). 
Displays Authenticity involves being open, being accountable to others, willingness to 
learn from others, and maintain integrity and trust (Laub, 1998). Sharing leadership
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involves sharing power and releasing control (Laub, 1998). Additional professional 
development opportunities requiring collaboration and relationship-building could further 
develop skills in these dimensions of servant leadership.
Future research is necessary to provide a clearer understanding of how servant 
leadership is modeled by staff. Further research on this campus may be conducted with 
an increased participant sample size to more accurately determine the perceptions of 
the entire staff. Research comparing level of job satisfaction and servant leadership may 
be conducted to more clearly explore the relationship between those two variables given 
that job satisfaction was the highest dimension of servant leadership perceived by these 
participants.
Future research efforts may be conducted to address the use of servant 
leadership among staff at this institution. Qualitative research may be conducted on this 
campus or at other universities that have adopted a servant leadership model, seeking 
to develop insight related to how staff interpret and model servant leadership. Research 
may also be conducted with students on this university campus, or at other universities 
that have adopted a servant leadership model, to determine how students perceive a 
display of servant leadership in staff. However, the general results of this study add to an 
ever-growing body of literature designed to explore how servant leadership is modeled.
Chapter Summary
The purpose of this chapter was to provide a presentation of the study conducted 
with staff at the participating university. Methodology and statistical analyses used to 
interpret results were described to provide understanding of the study. Discussion of the 
results was included along with conclusions and implications for further research. 
Chapter 5 provides the overall summary of the research project as a whole, implications 
of the research, and recommendations for further study.
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CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The purpose of this research was to determine and compare the perceptions 
among educators and staff of servant leadership on an institution-wide basis at a private 
Christian university in the Midwest. All employees of this learning community had an 
opportunity to reflect on the extent to which members of the university practice the 
principles of servant leadership. Two separate studies were conducted as part of this 
research project. The first study examined the perceptions of educators and the second 
examined the perceptions of staff. This chapter summarizes answers to the research 
questions posed for both studies by providing discussion of the results, implications of 
the research, and recommendations for further research.
Discussion
Perceptions of servant leadership within the organization exist among all 
employees. However, given the varying nature of employment responsibilities, two 
groups were created based on like responsibilities. Faculty and administrators had 
similar duties in the direct responsibility for student learning while corporate staff, 
secretarial staff, and custodial services staff were not responsible for direct student 
learning needs. Analysis was conducted between two groups: educators (faculty and 
administrators) and staff (corporate staff, secretarial staff, and custodial services). 
Educators reported significantly higher agreement with items for each of the dimensions 
of servant leadership when compared to staff. Because of these differences in the two 
groups, two separate studies were conducted that would yield accurate data related to 
the perceptions of the dimensions of servant leadership for educators and for staff.
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While educators perceive a higher level of agreement that servant leadership is 
displayed on this campus, staff still reported an average agreement that servant 
leadership was displayed as measured by the Organizational Leadership Assessment. 
Job satisfaction was the dimension of servant leadership perceived as most commonly 
displayed by all participants of this research. Displays Authenticity is the dimension of 
servant leadership perceived by educators as least often practiced and Develops People 
is the dimension of servant leadership perceived as least often practiced by staff. While 
there were slight differences in overall mean scores, servant leadership is perceived to 
exist on this campus. This result is in congruence with a fundamental concept set forth 
by Greenleaf (1977) “...that an institution [as a whole] makes a contribution, at least 
proportional to its opportunity, toward building a society that is more just and more 
loving, one that offers greater creative opportunities to its people” (p. 50).
Another question posed in this research sought to identify differences that 
existed between groups of participants. The first comparison was conducted among 
three groups of educators that included science faculty, social science faculty, and 
administrators. No differences were found among these groups indicating that educators 
were consistent in their perceptions of how leadership was displayed. These results 
further suggested that educators model servant leadership across disciplines and in a 
variety of interactions. A second comparison occurred between corporate staff and 
support staff. The support staff indicated a higher level of job satisfaction than corporate 
staff while there were no differences in perceptions on the other six dimensions of 
servant leadership for these participants. Further investigation may be needed in order 
to examine this outcome.
A question posed by this research sought to identify potential relationship length 
of employment had on perceptions of servant leadership. Results indicated that overall 
perceptions of servant leadership were not significantly different compared by length of
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employment. Each participant had perceived opportunity to observe displays of servant 
leadership by colleagues during the course of their employment. These results may be 
due to the fact that educators often have opportunities to engage in activities where 
power is shared and single control of the task is released to include more than one 
individual. For instance, educators often to serve on various departmental or university 
committees. Some of these positions are elected and some are voluntary. Staff also 
have opportunity to engage in serving on committees representing their interests within 
the university setting. Increased involvement within the organization, in this case the 
university, is a characteristic of servant leadership. Senge (1994) wrote that it was 
imperative for members to understand the goal of the institution and, as such, would join 
efforts to realize the importance of what is being created
Results obtained from all participants’ responses indicated a high positive 
relationships among Develops People, Displays Authenticity, and Shares Leadership. 
While still high and positive, Job Satisfaction had the lowest relationship with the other 
dimensions of servant leadership. This study showed that while job satisfaction was 
rated the dimension of servant leadership most often perceived by educators, it had less 
of an effect on the how servant leadership is displayed when including all seven 
dimensions of servant leadership.
Implications
The participating university has adopted servant leadership as the model for 
campus operations. This declaration implied that opportunities will exist to enhance 
servant leadership on an individual and university-wide basis. While there were 
differences in specific dimensions of servant leadership, all participants perceived a 
need to have more opportunities that allow development of servant leadership at this 
university. Results may be used to support development of programming on a university­
wide basis. Further training may enrich the behaviors displayed in the areas of servant
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leadership with the lowest mean scores and with the highest correlations. These specific 
behaviors included Develops People, Displays Authenticity, and Shares Leadership. 
Further description of these areas, based on Laub’s (1998) definitions, would be to offer 
more recognition or praise of employee contributions; include employees in the decision 
making process so they may share responsibility for decision making in tasks/activities 
suitable for each type of employee; and model accountability for decisions to further 
develop trust in the institution and the identified leaders within the institution.
A main implication of this research lies in the difference found in the mean scores 
between educators and staff. If this university has adopted a full model of servant 
leadership, one would expect to observe similar results in the perceptions of all 
employees. This result did not occur. There may be a need to offer experiences 
designed specifically for staff that allows for leadership development. According to Tichy 
(1997), servant-leaders encourage others to take risks by initiating change, providing 
guidance along the way for others as they join based on the vision created by the leader. 
The servant-leader also acknowledges that a chance of failure may occur with the same 
chance for success but this individual is still willing to go down the path toward the goal. 
Based on staff perceptions, these guided experiences may center on providing 
opportunities for growth and development, by modeling leadership, by clearly articulating 
the vision for the university, and by involving these individuals in achieving the goals set 
forth in the vision.
Although differences in length of employment were not present in this research, it 
will be important for this university to continue to educate employees on the concept of 
servant leadership. Current employees have had opportunity to hear servant leadership 
defined on this campus through in-services and through discussion with those 
individuals identified as leaders on this campus. However, as time passes and employee 
turnover occurs, the vision set forth for this university must continue to be shared,
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refined, and developed. By doing so, leaders at this institution are modeling the concept 
Greenleaf (1977) spoke of when he stated that leaders must be responsible for 
committing themselves to developing the very kind of institution that espouses servant 
leadership. Continued formal training on the servant leadership model may offer 
continuity in understanding across employees. In addition, smaller, less formal 
interactions would further develop individual leadership skills by allowing each individual 
opportunity to observe and display leadership abilities.
Recommendations for Research
This study was conducted using a convenience sample on one university 
campus. Therefore, caution must be used in generalizing the results to any other 
university or higher education institution. However, the general results of this study add 
to an ever-growing body of literature designed to quantify how servant leadership is 
modeled. Additional research is necessary to provide a clearer understanding of how 
servant leadership is modeled by all employees in a university setting. Further research 
on this campus may be conducted with an increased sample size to more accurately 
determine the perceptions of the entire staff. Research comparing level of job 
satisfaction and servant leadership may be conducted to more clearly explore the 
relationship between those two variables given that job satisfaction was the highest 
dimension of servant leadership perceived by educators and staff. Research may be 
conducted with students on this university campus, or at other universities that have 
adopted a servant leadership model, to determine how students perceive a display of 
servant leadership in educators and staff.
Research may also be conducted to address the use of servant leadership 
specifically among staff at this institution to provide supplementary information based 
upon perceptions reported in this research. Senge (1990) argued that given the 
exorbitant amount of information available at any given moment, a single individual
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directing the future of all is not possible. He further argued that a further challenge of 
leaders will be to tap into the natural resources of each and every person within an 
organization and encourage systems thinking. This will further integrate all members of 
the institution and give rise to understanding of the intricate connection between 
structures, events, policies, and experiences.
Further research would also enhance understanding of the dynamic relationship 
that exists among the seven dimensions of servant leadership in order to guide the 
direction of future programming for any given university. Future research needs to be 
extended to additional institutions that have adopted the servant leadership model on a 
university-wide basis to develop a clearer understanding of how educators and staff 
model servant leadership. Bennis asserted that “tomorrow’s leaders must learn how to 
create an environment that embraces change, not as threat but as an opportunity” 
(p.103). Modeling characteristics of servant leadership is necessary to develop an 
environment where opportunity exists for growth. Qualitative research may be conducted 
on this campus or within other universities that have adopted a servant leadership model 
seeking to develop insight related to how educators and staff interpret and model 
servant leadership.
Greenleaf (1977) believed that the purpose of education should include creative 
experiences based on freedom and rationality that provide development of cultural 
awareness. He also was firm in his belief that instead of offering those types of 
experiences, many universities require “rigid, stereotyped academic programs for which 
they have little aptitude and less interest” (p. 54). Those graduates who did not have 
opportunity to engage in creativity focused on the greater good of society would be 
unable to withstand the ever-changing needs placed on leaders in today’s fast paced 
society. A focus of future research with students may assist in determining the impact 
servant leadership has had in personal and professional aspects of these individual’s
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lives after graduation. A longitudinal study may be conducted to ascertain how graduates 
model servant leadership across disciplines and other professional experiences. An 
additional longitudinal study may be conducted to assess the impact on personal 
choices and in development of their personal world view. Any of these potential research 
projects would serve as assessment data for universities that have adopted a servant 
leadership model to determine effectiveness of program implementation not only specific 
to the university but also in general for the servant leadership model and societal 
implications.
Greenleafs (1977) thesis about the importance of an institution modeling servant 
leadership was that “...if a better society is to be built, one that is more just and more 
loving, one that provides greater creative opportunity for its people, then the most open 
course is to raise both the capacity to serve and the very performance as servant of 
existing major institutions by new regenerative forces operating within them” (p.49). It 
would seem logical, then, for a university that has adopted a model of servant leadership 
to extend every effort to all constituents, including educators, staff, and students, so that 
these individuals have opportunity to engage in servant leadership development. The far 
reaching impact these servant leaders would have on society would create the energy 
necessary to develop a new sense of commitment through development of personal 
strengths, a new sense of spirit through encouragement, and new sense of community 
through collaboration. Servant leadership provides opportunity to create an environment 
necessary to achieve unparalleled success in the midst of what often seem 
insurmountable obstacles.
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APPENDIX A 
INFORMED CONSENT
Statement of Research/ Informed Consent
To Whom It May Concern:
Thank you for taking time out of your day to participate in a research project. The 
following information is provided to you as a description of the research project and any additional 
information that may assist you in your decision to participate in the project.
Project Title: Servant-Leadership within a University Setting as Perceived by Teaching
Faculty and Non-teaching Staff
Explanation: The purpose of this research will be to determine the impact of adopting a servant 
leadership model on an institution wide-basis at a private, Christian university in the Midwest as 
perceived by employees of the institution. Servant leadership, as defined in this research, is a 
model focused on developing leadership by engaging in service-related activities, as a method for 
learning personal, professional and technical skills. The servant leadership model promotes the 
valuing and development of people, the building of community, the practice of authenticity, the 
providing of leadership for the good of those led and the sharing of power and status for the 
common good of each individual, the total organization and those served by the organization. All 
employees of this learning community will have an opportunity to reflect on the extent to which 
members of the university model principles of servant leadership. Project dates will be from May 
2004 -  December 2004. By completing and returning the survey and demographic information, 
you are demonstrating consent to participate in this research.
Risks and Discomforts: Risks incurred by any participant are very minimal. Given that all 
participants are employees of the University, there could be potential for an individual to question 
how data will be used. As such, it is imperative that you know any identifying information will be 
removed to ensure your confidentiality and that data will be maintained in a secured environment.
Benefits to Be Expected: Results of this research may serve as a baseline to determine 
implementation effectiveness of the curriculum at the university and to determine the extent to 
which the employees of the university have adopted the model. Further assessment may be 
conducted periodically based on this initial data. Results of this study will be placed in the Welder 
Library for review.
Confidentiality: Any identifying information will be removed from the completed surveys. 
Demographic information will be stored separately from the survey data. Any records related to 
this study will be stored for a period of three years in a secure manner by the principle 
investigator. Only the researcher, the adviser, and people who audit IRB procedures will have 
access to the data. Raw data will be stored separately from the data obtained through analysis of 
the records. All data will be analyzed and reported in the aggregate where appropriate in order to 
maintain confidentiality.
Inquires: Please direct all inquiries to Stacie Iken at (701)355-8092 or (701)224-8760 or Dr. 
Richard Landry, (701) 777-2171 to request further information related to this study. If you have 
any other questions or concerns, please call the UND Office of Research and Development at 
(701)777-4279.
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Freedom of Consent and Approval: Your participation in this research is voluntary, and refusal to 
participate will not result in a penalty or any other consequence. You may choose to discontinue 
participation at any time.
Please note: Completion and submission of the survey acknowledges your voluntary 
participation in this research project. Such participation does not release the researcher, 
the University of Mary, or other agencies from their professional and ethical 
responsibilities to you. Potential risks from participation in this research project have 
been disclosed above. By completing and returning the survey, you acknowledge that 
unforeseeable and/or unknown risks or discomforts may occur. In the event medical 
treatment occurs as a result of normal participation in this research project, the 
University of Mary, or other agencies will not be responsible for my medical costs or 
other damages incurred in the absence of fault on their behalf. Please retain this 
document for further reference if necessary. Again, thank you for your participation.
Sincerely,
Stacie L. I ken
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#  *
APPENDIX B
AUTHORIZATION TO USE OLA FOR RESEARCH PURPOSES
*  (2) ° Using the OLA for Academic Research Purposes
Letter of Understanding# #
Thank you for expressing an interest in the Organizational Leadership Assessment (OLA) for your 
dissertation or thesis. If you determine that the OLA will meet your research needs I am 
agreeable to provide you the OLA master to you for the sole purpose of your dissertation study.
You will first need to provide me with a summary of your research design and how you intend to 
use the OLA. This design will specify your research questions and your methodology (normally a 
summary of Chapter 3 of your proposal).
If this is agreeable to both of us and we agree to allow you to use the OLA, I will send you a copy 
of the OLA (or, see option 2 below).
In addition you will agree to ...
• Use the OLA in its entirety, as it is, without changes (sections of the OLA can not be 
taken out and used separately)
• Use the OLA only for the specific study proposed
• Make your own copies of the OLA (what is needed for your study) ... see Option one 
below
• Do your own data entry and analysis -  Option One
• Provide me with a bound copy of your research results (once complete)
• Allow me permission to use your research on our web-site
There are two options for using the OLA for your research
Potion One: I will provide you with a master copy of the OLA which you will use to make the 
number of hard copies that you need for your study. This will be provided at no cost for the 
purposes of your research.
Option Two: If you choose to use the on-line version of the OLA you may do so at a cost of $3.00 
per instrument. I will then provide you with a copy of your data in Access. In this option, you will 
work with me to set up each of the organizations you are studying onto the www.olaaroup.com 
site. You will be provided with access to the site to monitor the progress of each organization 
taking the OLA.
When considering the OLA for your research
Be aware that the OLA is not a self-assessment of an individual leader. It is an organizational 
assessment that provides the perception of the workforce, managers and top leadership on the 
six key areas of servant leadership.
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APPENDIX C
ORGANIZATIONAL LEADERSHIP ASSESSMENT
THE ORGANIZATIONAL LEADERSHIP ASSESSMENT: 
(Demographics for Employees)
Directions: Please provide the following demographic information.




What is your current position at the University?
______ Full Time Faculty ______ Corporate Staff ______ Custodial Services
______ Part Time Faculty ______ Support Staff ______ Administrator
How long have you been employed with the University?
______ Less than 1 year ______ 11-15 years ______ 26-30 years
______ 1-5 years ______ 16-20 years ______ More than 30 years
______ 6-10 years ______ 21-25 years
Indicate the highest degree you have completed:
______ Some High School ______ Bachelor Degree
______ High School Diploma or GED ______ Master Degree
______ Some college/no degree ______ Doctoral Degree
______ Associates Degree ______ Post-Doctoral





(Faculty Only) Indicate the primary Division in which you are assigned to teach :
______ Business ______ Education ______ Math/Science
______ Nursing ______ SBS  Philosophy/Theology
______ HPS ______ Humanities
(Faculty and Administration Only) How long have you been affiliated with an institution of 
higher education?
______ Less than 1 y e a r _______11-15 years  26-30 years
______ 1-5 years  16-20 years  More than 30
______ 6-10 years  21-25 years
H. Describe your understanding of servant leadership:
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The purpose o f this instrument is to allow organizations to discover how their leadership 
practices and beliefs impact the different ways people function within the organization. This 
instrument is designed to be taken by people at all levels o f the organization including 
workers, managers and top leadership. As you respond to the different statements, please 
answer as to what you believe is generally true about your organization or work unit. Please 
respond with your own personal feelings and beliefs and not those o f others, or those that 
others would want you to have. Respond as to how things are ... not as they could be, or
should be.
Feel free to use the full spectrum of answers (from Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree). 
You will find that some o f the statements will be easy to respond to while others may require 
more thought. If you are uncertain, you may want to answer with your first, intuitive 
response. Please be honest and candid. The response we seek is the one that most closely 
represents your feelings or beliefs about the statement that is being considered. There are 
three different sections to this instrument. Carefully read the brief instructions that are given 
prior to each section. Your involvement in this assessment is anonymous and confidential.
Before completing the assessment it is important to fill in the name o f the organization or 
organizational unit being assessed. If you are assessing an organizational unit (department, 
team or work unit) rather than the entire organization you will respond to all of the statements
in light o f that work unit.
IMPORTANT.....please complete the following
Write in the name o f  the organization or organizational unit (department, team or work
unit) you are assessing with this instrument.
Organization (or Organizational Unit) Name:
Indicate your present role/position in the organization or work unit. Please
circle one.
1 = Top Leadership (top level o f  leadership)
2  - Management (supervisor, manager)
3  = Workforce (staff, member, worker)
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Please provide your response to each statement by placing an X  in one of the five boxes
1 2 3 4 5
Strongly
Disagree Disagree Undecided Agree
Strongly
Agree
Section 1 In this section, please respond to each statement as you believe it applies to
the entire organization (or organizational unit) including workers, 
managers/supervisors and top leadership.
In general, people within this organization ....
1 2 3 4 5
1 Trust each other
2 Are clear on the key goals of the organization
3 Are non-judgmental -  they keep an open mind
4 Respect each other
5 Know where this organization is headed in the future
6 Maintain high ethical standards
7 Work well together in teams
8 Value differences in culture, race & ethnicity
9 Are caring & compassionate towards each other
10 Demonstrate high integrity & honesty
11 Are trustworthy
12 Relate well to each other
13 Attempt to work with others more than working on their own
14 Are held accountable for reaching work goals
15 Are aware of the needs of others
16 Allow for individuality of style and expression
17 Are encouraged by supervisors to share in making important decisions
18 Work to maintain positive working relationships
19 Accept people as they are
20 View conflict as an opportunity to learn & grow
21 Know how to get along with people
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Please provide your response to each statement by placing an X in one of the five boxes
1 2 3 4 5
Strongly
Disagree Disagree Undecided Agree
Strongly
Agree
In this next section, please respond to each statement as you believe it applies 
to the leadership of the organization (or organizational unit) including 
managers/supervisors and top leadership
Managers/Supervisors and Top Leadership in this Organization 1 2 3 4 5
22 Communicate a clear vision of the future of the organization
23 Are open to learning from those who are below them in the organization
24 Allow workers to help determine where this organization is headed
25 Work alongside the workers instead of separate from them
26 Use persuasion to influence others instead of coercion or force
27 Don’t hesitate to provide the leadership that is needed
28 Promote open communication and sharing of information
29 Give workers the power to make important decisions
30 Provide the support and resources needed to help workers meet their goals
31 Create an environment that encourages learning
32 Are open to receiving criticism & challenge from others
33 Say what they mean, and mean what they say
34 Encourage each person to exercise leadership
35 Admit personal limitations & mistakes
36 Encourage people to take risks even if they may fail
37 Practice the same behavior they expect from others
38 Facilitate the building of community & team
39 Do not demand special recognition for being leaders
40 Lead by example by modeling appropriate behavior
41 Seek to influence others from a positive relationship rather than from the authority of their position
42 Provide opportunities for all workers to develop to their full potential
43 Honestly evaluate themselves before seeking to evaluate others
44 Use their power and authority to benefit the workers
45 Take appropriate action when it is needed
79
ced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Please provide your response to each statement by placing an X in one of the five boxes
1 2 3 4 5
Strongly
Disagree Disagree Undecided Agree
Strongly
Agree
Managers/Supervisors and Top Leadership in this Organization 1 2 3 4 5
46 Build people up through encouragement and affirmation
47 Encourage workers to work together rather than competing against each other
48 Are humble -  they do not promote themselves
49 Communicate clear plans & goals for the organization
50 Provide mentor relationships in order to help people grow professionally
51 Are accountable & responsible to others
52 Are receptive listeners
53 Do not seek after special status or the “perks” of leadership
54 Put the needs of the workers ahead of their own
In this next section, please respond to each statement as you believe it is 
true about you personally and your role in the organization (or 
organizational unit).
In viewing m y own role ... 1 2 3 4 5
55 I feel appreciated by my supervisor for what I contribute
56 I am working at a high level of productivity
57 I am listened to by those above me in the organization
58 I feel good about my contribution to the organization
59 I receive encouragement and affirmation from those above me in the organization
60 My job is important to the success of this organization
61 I trust the leadership of this organization
62 I enjoy working in this organization
63 I am respected by those above me in the organization
64 I am able to be creative in my job
65 In this organization, a person's work is valued more than their title
66 I am able to use my best gifts and abilities in my job
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